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PREFACE 

TO    THE   EIGHTH    EDITION. 


More  than  ten  years  have  elapsed  since  the  appearance 
of  the  last  Edition,  and  there  have  been  many  important 
decisions  upon  the  subject  matter  of  this  treatise  during 
that  period. 

The  decision  in  Colk  v.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores^  Ltd. 
and  the  succeeding  cases  has  necessitated  the  re-writing 
of  the  chapter  on  Light ;  and  the  present  Edition  also 
contains  considerable  additions  to  other  parts  of  the 
work. 

So  far  as  was  possible  consistently  with  retaining  the 
now  familiar  and  time-honoured  framework  of  the 
treatise,  the  Editor  has  adhered  to  the  system  of  working 
the  new  cases  into  the  text,  instead  of  referring  to  them 
only  in  the  footnotes. 

The  Editor  is  conscious  that  the  presence  of  brackets 
in  the  text  is  not  free  from  objection  to  the  reader.  In 
view,  however,  of  the  great  authority  of  the  Author's 
text,  and  the  number  of  editions  in  which  it  has  been 
distinguished  from  the  additions  of  the  various  Editors, 
the  system  of  enclosing  all  such  additions  within  square 
brackets  has  been  adhered  to.  The  notes  to  bracketed 
portions  of  the  text  are  not  bracketed. 

Every  case  is  dated.  In  a  matter  depending  so  much 
on  case-law  as  the  law  of   Easements,  the   date   of  a 
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decision  IS  of  great  importance;  and  it  is  often  necessary, 
in  weighing  conflicting  dicta  or  decisions,  to  refer  to  the 
dates  at  which  they  were  respectively  pronounced.  Tlie 
date  is  also  useful  as  enabling  the  reader  to  trace  the 
several  contemporary  reports  of  the  same  case  (a). 

In  quoting  from  the  Law  Reports  from  1875  to  1890, 
reports  of  decisions  of  the  High  Court  are  referred  to  by 
the  letters  Ch.  D.  or  Q.  B.  D.,  as  the  case  may  be;  reports 
of  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  by  the  letters 
Ch.  Div.  or  Q.  B.  Div.  References  to  the  Digest  are 
distinguished  by  book  and  chapter,  as  well  as  by  title, 
Kriieger  and  Mommsen's  edition  of  the  '^  Corpus  Juris 
Civilis"  (Berlin,  1877)  being  used. 

The  task  of  editing  the  present  Edition  was*  origin- 
ally undertaken  by  the  Editor  in  collaboration  witli 
Mr.  George  Cave,  K.C,  the  editor  of  the  last  two 
Editions ;  but  the  latter  was  compelled,  by  press  of  other 
work,  to  withdraw  from  the  undertaking.  The  Editor 
has,  however,  had  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Cave's  assistance 
in  certain  parts  of  the  work,  including  the  chapter 
on   Light,  and  desires  to  express  his  indebtedness  to 

Mr.  Cave. 

R.  R. 

9,  Old  Square,  Lincoln's  Inn, 
February,  1908. 


(a)  Professor  Pollock,  in  a  note  to  his  "  Law  of  Torts,"  gives  the  following 
direction : — **  The  consecutive  numbers  (in  N.  S.)  of  the  volumes  of  the  Law  Journal 
for  a  given  leg^  year  may  be  found  by  subtracting  thirty  from  the  year  of  the 
century  in  which  the  legal  year  (Michaelmas  Term  to  Michaelmas  Term)  begins. 
For  the  Weekly  ^porter,  similarly,  subtract  fifty-one."  For  the  Law  Times  Reports 
(N*.  S.),  of  which  two  volumes  are  published  every  year,  subtract  fifty-eight,  multiply 
the  remainder  by  two,  and  search  in  the  volume  bearing  the  number  of  the  product, 
and  in  the  preceding  volume. 
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PREFACE 

TO    THE   FIEST    EDITION 


The  want  of  a  treatise  upon  those  important  rights  known  in 
the  Law  of  England  by  the  name  of  '^  Easements  "  has,  it  is 
believed,  been  sensibly  felt  by  the  Profession. 

The  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed  without  any  attempt 
haying  been  made  to  supply  this  want  affords  a  sufficient  reason 
for  the  appearance  of  the  present  Essay.  The  difficulties  which 
arise  from  the  abstruseness  and  refinements  incident  to  the  subject, 
have  been  increased  by  the  comparatively  small  number  of  decided 
cases  affording  matter  for  defining  and  systematizing  this  branch 
of  the  law.  Upon  some  points,  indeed,  there  is  no  authority  at 
all  in  the  English  Law ; — of  the  decisions,  some  depend  upon  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case,  £Lnd  some  are  irreconcilable 
with  each  other. 

Water-courses  are  the  only  class  of  Easements  with  regard  to 
which  the  law  has  been  settled  with  any  degree  of  precision. 

A  desire  to  remedy  an  admitted  defect  led  to  the  passing  of  the 
Prescription  Act — a  statute,  which  has  not  only  failed  in.  effecting 
its  particular  object,  but  has  introduced  greater  doubt  and  confu- 
sion than  existed  before  its  enactment.  In  fact,  had  it  not  been 
held,  that  the  statute  did  not  repeal  the  Common  Law,  many 
rights  whiifh  have  been  enjoyed  immemorially  would  have  been 
put  an  end  to  by  circumstances  which  never  could  have  been  in- 
tended to  have  that  effect. 

As  in  many  other  branches  of  the  law  of  England,  the  earlier 
authorities  upon  the  law  of  Easements  appear  to  be  based  upon 
the  Civil  Law,  modified,  in  some  degree,  probably,  by  a  reoogni- 
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tion  of  customs  which  existed  among  our  Norman  ancestors.  The 
most  remarkable  instance  of  an  adoption  by  the  English  Law  from 
this  source  is  the  doctrine  known  in  the  French  law  by  the  title  of 
"  Destination  du  pere  de  famiUe." 

In  the  majority  of  the  cases,  both  ancient  and  modem,  probably 
from  a  consideration  of  this  being  the  origin  of  the  law,  recourse 
has  been  had  for  assistance  to  the  Civil  Law.  It  has,  therefore, 
been  considered  that  the  utility  of  the  work  would  be  increased  by 
the  introduction  of  many  of  the  provisions  of  that  refined  and 
elaborate  system  with  respect  to  Praedial  Servitudes,  and  the 
doctrine  of  Prescription;  as  well  as  some  of  the  observations  of 
Pardessus — an  eminent  French  writer  on  Servitudes. 

With  the  same  view  the  authority  of  decisions  in  the  American 
Courts  has  been  called  in  aid  upon  the  subject  of  water-courses — 
questions  which  the  value  of  water  as  a  moving  power,  and  the 
frequent  absence  of  ancient  appropriation,  have  often  given  rise  to 
in  the  United  States.  In  those  judgments  the  law  is  considered 
with  much  care  and  research,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  settled 
with  precision.  The  result  of  the  authorities  is  stated  by  Chan- 
cellor Kent,  in  his  well-known  Commentaries,  with  his  usual 
ability. 

Upon  many  points,  particularly  upon  the  construction  of  the 
Prescription  Act,  the  observations  contained  in  the  following  pages 
are,  in  some  degree,  unsupported  by  direct  authority.  It  has, 
however,  been  thought  better  to  endeavour  to  open  the  law  upon 
the  doubts  which  presented  themselves  than  to  pass  them  over  in 
silence. 

Temple, 
July,  1839. 
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Page  127,  note  {t).—Add  to  the  referenoe  to  Cable  v.  Bryant,  [1908]  1  Gh.  259. 

Pages  204,  216,  219,  223,  22S.'-Add  to  the  reference  to  Morgan  y.  Fear,  [1907] 
A.  C.  425. 

Pages  382,  384,  385,  MZ,— Manchester  OorporatUm  t.  New  Moss  Colliery,  Ltd.  was 
affirmed  on  appeal  to  H.  of  L.,  (1908)  W.  N.  61. 

Page  515. — In  re  Brother  Con's  Estate  is  reported,  on  appeal,  (1908)  W.  N.  56. 


CORRIGENDUM. 


Page  29,  line  l.—For  "  let"  read  "sell." 


TREATISE 


ON  THE 


LAW  OF  EASEMENTS. 


PART  I. 


OF  KA8EMENTS   GENERALLY. 


OHAPTEE  I. 

OF  THE  NATURE  OF  AN  EASEMENT. 

In  addition  to  the  ordinary  rights  of  property,  which  are  deter-  Servitades 
mined  by  the  boundaries  of  a  man's  own  soil,  the  law  recognizes  ««^erally. 
the  existence  of  certain  rights  accessorial  to  those  general  rights, 
to  be  exercised  over  the  property  of  his  neighbour,  and  therefore 
imposing  a  burthen  upon  him. 

That  branch  of  these  accessorial  rights  which  confers  merely  Easements 
a  convenience  to  be  exercised  over  the  neighbouring  land,  with-  ^"^'**^'^^ 
out  any  participation  in  the  profit  of  it,  is  called,  by  the  law  of  k  prendze. 
England,  Easements,  as  rights  of  way,  and  [acquired]  rights  to 
the  passage  of  light  and  air  and  water  ((7).     Those  accessorial 
ziglits,  which  are  accompanied  with  a  participation  in  the  profits 
of  the  neighbouring  soil,  are  called  Profits  &  prendre,  as  rights  of 
pasture,  or  of  digging  sand  {b). 

(a)  [See  the  definition  below,  p.  8.]  affirming  11  Ex.  316  ;  Fitzgerald  y.  Fir^ 

(^)  [Or  of  shooting  or  fishing.    Fwart      bank,  [1897]  2  Ch.  96.] 
w.    Graham  (1859),   7   H.    L.  0.   831, 

O.       /  1 
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EASEMENTS  GENERALLY. 


Dominant  and 
servient  tene- 
moits. 


Easements 
distinguished 
from  obliga- 
tions and 
licences. 


Both  these  classes  are  comprehended  under  the  Servitudes  of 
the  civil  law.  In  treating  of  praedial  Servitudes;  no  distinction  is 
made  between  rights  of  this  nature,  whether  accompanied  or  un- 
accompanied by  a  participation  in  the  profits  of  the  land  (c). 

The  tenement  to  which  the  right  is  attached  is  called  the 
dominant,  that  on  which  the  burthen  is  imposed  the  servient 
tenement.  The  term  servitude  is  used  to  express  both  the  right 
and  the  obligation;  the  term  easement  generally  expresses  the 
right  only. 

An  easement  differs  from  an  obligation,  inasmuch  as  it  gives  a 
right  over  the  land  of  another,  while  an  obligation  gives  a  right 
only  against  the  owner  (d). 

[An  easement  differs  from  a  licence  in  a  similar  way.  Both  the 
benefit  and  the  burden  of  an  easement  are  annexed  to  land  (e) ; 
and  where,  in  respect  of  the  burden,  some  advantage  is  reserved  to 
the  servient  tenement,  such  as  a  rent  payable  by  the  owners  of  the 
dominant  tenement,  such  advantage  runs  with  the  ownership  in  fee 
of  the  servient  tenement,  and  may  be  enforced  by  the  successors  in 
title  of  the  original  grantor  of  the  easement  (/).  A  licence,  on  the 
other  hand,  unless  coupled  with  a  grant,  is  personal  to  both 
grantor  and  grantee  {g)y  and  neither  binding  on  the  assignee  of 


{e)  Inter  rostioomm  prsediorum  ser- 
▼itutes  quidam  oomputiuri  rect^  putant 
aquee  haustam,  peooris  ad  aquam  adpnl- 
snm,  jus  pasoendi,  oalcis  coqnends, 
arensB  fodiendie. — Inst.  2,  3,  §  2  ;  [cf. 
Dig.  8,  3,  }  1]. 

(ifj  Merlin,  Repertoire  de  Jurispra- 
denoe,  tit.  Servitude,  p.  45. 

{e)  North  Brit'uh  Railway  v.  Park 
Yard  Co.,  Ltd.,  [1898]  A.  C.  643  ; 
Haatingu  {Lord)  v.  North  Eastern  Mail. 
Co.,  [1898]  2  Ch.  674;  [1899]  1  Ch. 
656  ;  affirmed  sub  nom.  N.  H.  Rail. 
Co.  V.  Hattinga  (Lord),  [1900]  A.  C. 
260. 

(/)  EoBtifig*  {Lord)  v.  N.  E.  Rail. 
Co.,  ubi  sup. 

(g)  Hence,  a  mere  lioensee  cannot 
maintain  in  his  own  name  an  action  for 
infringement  against  a  stranger.  Hill  v. 
Tapper  (1863),  2  H.  &  0.  121  ;  Stocks 
port  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Fotier  (1864),  3 
H.  &  C.  300 ;  KenHt  v.  Great  Eastern 
Railway  (1884),  L.  R.  27  Oh.  Div.  122  ; 
Heap  ▼.  Hartleg  (1889),  L.  R.  42  Ch.  Div. 
461.  But  the  grantee  of  an  exclusive 
right  of  fishing  or  shooting  has  a  right 


to  carry  awaj  the  fish  or  game  caught 
or  shot,  and  can  therefore  sue  a 
stranger.  Fitzgerald  v.  Firbank,  [1897]  2 
Ch.  96:  Radelxffe  v.  Hayes,  [1907]  1 
Ir.  R.  101.  See  1  Smith,  L.  C.  ed.  11, 
p.  345.  As  has  been  already  stated, 
the  subject  of  such  a  grant  is  a  profit  k 
prendre,  and  confers  an  interest  in  the 
land.  Hence,  too,  a  Hcenoe  is  not 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  s.  4, 
f>o  as  to  require  a  written  instrument 
for  its  creation.  Jones  y.^  Flint  (1839), 
10  A.  &  E.  753  ;  60  R.  R.'527  ;  Wright 
V.  Stavtrt  (1860),  2  E.  &  E.  721.  Nor 
is  the  licensee  rateable  to  the  relief  of 
the  poor  as  an  occupier  of  land .  WatkinM 
V.  Overseers  of  Milton  (1868),  L.  R.  3  Q.B. 
360 ;  Reg.  x.  St.  Pancras  Aasesstnettt  Com- 
mittee (1877),  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  D.  581 ; 
cf.  Cory  V.  Rristow  (1877),  L.  R.  2 
App.  Ca<<.  262  ;  Smith  v.  Lambeth  Assess- 
ment Commissioners  (1882),  L.  R.  10 
Q.  B.  Div.  327 ;  Taylor  v.  Overseers  of 
Pendleton  (1887),  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  D.  288. 
Cf.  on  the  subject  of  the  note,  Ppm  y. 
HarHson  (1876),  33  L.  T.  796.  As  to 
revoking  a  licence,  see  below,  p.  31. 


NATURE  OF  AN  EASEMENT.  o 

[the  lioenflor  {h)  nor  generally  assignable  by  the  licensee  {i). 
"A  dispensation  or  lioenee  properly  passes  no  interest,  nor 
alters  or  transfers  property  in  any  thing,  but  only  makes  an  action 
lawful  which  without  it  had  been  unlawful.  As  a  licence  to  go 
beyond  the  seas,  to  hunt  in  a  man's  park,  to  come  into  his  house, 
are  only  actions  which,  without  licence,  had  been  unlawful.  But 
a  licenoe  to  hunt  in  a  man's  park  and  carry  away  the  deer  killed 
to  his  own  use,  to  cut  down  a  tree  in  a  man's  ground  and  to  carry 
it  away  the  next  day  after  to  his  own  use,  are  licences  as  to  the 
acts  of  hunting  and  cutting  down  the  tree ;  but  as  to  the  carry- 
ing away  of  the  deer  killed  and  tree  cut  down,  they  are 
grants"  (it).] 

There  are  many  rights  which  in  their  mode  of  enjoyment  par-  Easements 
take  of  the  character  of  easements;  such  as  a  custom  for  the  fromc^*-" 
inhabitants  of  a  vill  to  dance  upon  a  particular  close  [at  all  times  ^omarj  rights 
of  the  year  (/) ;  a  custom  for  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish  to  play  of  easements, 
at  all  kinds  of  lawful  games  in  a  close  at  all  seasonable  times  of 
the  year  (m) ;  a  custom  for  the  freemen  and  citizens  of  a  town,  on 
a  particular  day  in  the  year,  to  enter  upon  a  close  and  have  horse 
races  thereon  (n)  ;  a  custom  that  every  inhabitant  of  a  town  shall 
have  a  way  over  such  and  such  land  either  to  the  church  or  to 
market  (o) ;  a  right  to  nse  a  strip  of  land  as  a  promenade  {p) ;] 
a  custom  for  liege  subjects  exercising  the  trade  of  a  victualler  to 


(A)  JFalUt  y.  Harrison  (1838),  4  M.  & 
W.  538 ;  51  R.  B.  715  (lioenoe  to  make 
tod  use  wayleare  held  not  binding  on 
isagnee  of  Hcensor)  ;  Roffey  v.  Hender- 
m  (1851),  17  Q.  B.  574 ;  85  R.  R.  bll 
licence  by  landlord  to  tenant  to  remove 
fixtures  after  expiration  of  tenant's  term, 
i^Id  not  binding  on  a  subsequent  lessee 
vithoot  notice) :  Coleman  y.  Foster  (1856), 
1  H.  &  N.  37  (licence  to  enter  a  theatre 
beld  to  be  determined  bj  an  aasigiunent 
qI  the  theatre)  ;  Rieharda  y.  Harper 
(1866),  L.  R.  1  Exch.  199  (Ucenoe  to 
letdown  surface).  Cf.  Femtel  #  WiUon 
T.  Tucker,  [1907]  2  Ch.  191.  See,  as 
to  a  licenoe  coupled  with  a  grant, 
Brooke,  Abr.  art.  Trrapaaa,  pi.  400;  7 
Bic.  AXx.  p.  676,  art.  lYespass,  F.  1. 

(»)  See  Muskett  y.  Hill  (1839),  5 
Bing.  N.  C.  694  ;  60  R.  R.  832 ;  Mil- 
«//*  y.  Westaicay  (1864),  34  L.  J. 
C.  P.  43. 

(k)  Thomas  y.  SorreU  (1679),  Yangh. 
391 :  quoted  bj  TindaU  G.  J.,  in  Muskett 
T.  Hill,  nbi  sap.    Cf.   as  to  sales  of 


growing  crops,  Parker  r.  Slaniland {lS09)f 
11  East,  362 ;  10  R.  R.  521 ;  Crosby  y. 
JFadsworth  (1805),  6  East,  602  ;  8  R.  R. 
666 ;  JSvans  y.  Hoberts  (1826),  5  B.  &  C. 
829:  29  R.  R.  421;  Carington  y.  RooU 
(1837\  2  M.  &  W.  248;  Sainsbury  y. 
Malthttrs  (183S,,  4  M.  &  W.  343 ;  Jones 
V.  Flint,  ubi  sup. 

(/)  Abbot  y.  Weekly  (1677),  1  Ley. 
176;  cf.  Hall  y.  yottingham  (187/),, 
L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  1. 

(m)  Fiteh  y.  Raiding  (1795;,  2  H.  BL 
393;  3  R.  R.  425.  As  to  what  arcr 
Reasonable  times,  see  Bell  y.  Wardell 
(1740),  Willes,  202.  A  cantomary  right 
claimed  for  the  inhabi  taints  ^f  several 
adjoining  parishes  was  held  bad  in  Ed- 
wards  y.  Jenkins,  [1896]  1  Ch.  308. 

(w)  Mounsey  y.  Istnay  (1865),  1  H.  & 
C.  729 :  3  H.  &  C.  486. 

(o)  Gateward's  Case  (1607),  6  Cjke, 
Rep.  59  ;  Broeklebank  y.  Thompson^ 
[1903]  2  Ch.  344. 

(/»)  Abercromhyr.  Fermoy,  [1900]  1  Ir. 
R.  302. 


1(2) 


EASEMENTS  GENERALLY. 


Easements 

distinguished 

from 

oustomaiy 

rights. 


erect  booths  on  the  waste  of  a  manor  at  the  time  of  fairs  (q)  ;  a 
custom  for  the  inhabitants  of  a  township  to  go  to  a  close  and 
take  water  from  a  spring  (r)  [a  custom  to  moor  vessels  in  a 
navigable  tidal  estuary  of  the  river  Thames  («) ;  a  custom  to 
deposit  oysters  dredged  from  an  oyster  fishery  upon  the  foreshore 
in  another  part  of  the  fishery  (t)  ;  a  custom  for  all  the  inhabitants 
of  a  parish,  being  fishermen,  to  dry  their  nets  on  a  particular  dose 
adjoining  the  sea  and  the  property  of  a  private  owner  (u) ;  a 
custom  for  the  burgesses  and  inhabitants  of  a  burgh  (in  Scotland) 
to  use  a  strip  of  ground  for  the  purposes. of  recreation  and  amuse- 
ment and  the  bleaching  and  drying  of  clothes  (x),']  As,  however, 
the  existence  and  validity  of  these  rights  [generally]  depend  upon 
some  local  custom  excluding  the  operation  of  the  general  rules  of 
law  (con&uetudo  tollit  communem  legem)  (//),  and  they  are  some- 
times entirely  independent  of  any  express  or  implied  agreement 
between  the  parties,  they  generally  stand  upon  a  different 
footing,  and  are  not  in  all  respects  governed  by  the  same 
principles  as  those  which  determine  the  boundaries  of  private 
easements. 

When  claims  of  this  kind  are  unreasonable  in  their  character, 
they  are  disallowed,  even  in  cases  where  they  might  possibly  have 
formed  the  subject  of  a  valid  grant  (s).     But  no  question  of  a 


{q)  Tyson  v.  Smith  (1837),  6  A.  &  E. 
746 ;  9  A.  &  E.  406.  [Cf .  Chaplin  v. 
BeUxcorth  (1690),  3  Lev.  190.] 

(r)  Race  ▼.  Ward  (1865),  4  E.  &  B. 
702;  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  153.  [See  ako  7 
Yin.  Abr.,  Customs,  p.  178 ;  and  Uarrop 
V.  Hirst  (1868),  L.  E.  4  Exch.  43.  A 
pamh  council  cannot  in  their  own  name, 
without  the  Attorney -General,  main- 
tain an  action  to  enforce  a  right  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  to  the  use 
of  a  spring.  SioJcr  Parish  Council  v. 
JPrice,  [1899]  2  Ch.  277.  There  cannot 
be  a  customary  right  for  the  public  to 
take  water  from  a  well.  Dungarvan 
Guardians  v.  Mansfield,  [1897]  1  Ir.  R. 
420.] 

(s)  AtL'Gen.  v.  Wright,  [1897]  2 
Q.  B.  318. 

(0  Corporation  of  Truro  v.  Howe,  [1901] 
2  K.  B.  870. 

(u)  3feieery.  Denne,  [1904]  2  Ch.  634  ; 
[1906]  2  Ch.  538. 

(x)  Montgomerie  ^  Co.,  Ltd,  v.  Wal* 
lace-James,  [1904]  A.  C.  73. 

(y)  Le  Casede  Tani^try,  Davys,  31  (b), 


32  (a) :  Co.  Litt.  33  b,  113  b;  1  Rolle, 
Abr.  Custom,  C.  558.  Vide  per  Curiam 
in  Tyson  v.  Smith  (1838).  9  A.  &  £.  at 
p.  421  ;  48  R.  R.  639.  [Earl  of  Coventry 
V.  Willes  (1803),  9  L.  T.  N.  8.  384 ;  and 
Bourke  v.  JJatis  (1889),  L.  R.  41  Ch.  D. 
110.] 

(c)  **  Every  prescription  ought  to 
have  by  common  intendment 'a  lawful 
beginning,  but  otherwise  it  is  of  a  cus- 
tom: for  that  ought  to  be  reasonable 
and  ex  certa  caut^d  rationabili  (as  Lit- 
tleton saith)  usitata,  but  need  not  be 
intended  to  have  a  lawful  beginning  ;  as 
custom  to  have  laud  devisable,  or  of  the 
nature  of  gavelkind  or  borough -English 
&c.  These  and.  the  like  customs  are 
reasonable,  but  by  common  intendment 
they  cannot  have  a  lawful  beginning  by 
no  grant  or  act  or  agreement  but  only  by 
parliament.'*  Gatenard^s  Case  (1607), 
6  Rep.  69.  The  context  shows  that  the 
statement  applies  to  the  minor  local 
customs  as  well  as  to  those  given  as  in- 
stances. Cf.  the  judgment  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  Dyce  v.  Lady  James  Say, 
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similar  kind  can  arise  in  tte  case  of  a  private  easement,  involving    Easements 
only  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  on  the  one        from 
hand  and  the  servient  on  the  other ;   for  in  such  a  cose  if  the     ouetomary 

.  i  rights. 

ciroumstanoes  are  such  that  the  right  claimed  could  have  been  the 


sabject-matter  of  a  valid  grant  as  an  easement,  its  existence  may 
be  established  by  proof  of  user,  and  no  valid  objection  can  be 
taken  on  the  ground  of  the  extent  to  which  it  may  interfere  with 
the  enjoyment  of  the  servient  tenement. 

[The  reader  will  observe  hereafter  that  this  work  treats  also  of  Easements 
certain  rights  which  exist  as  ordinary  incidents  of  property,  such  as  f^i^^mon 
the  right  of  support  for  the  soil  in  its  natural  state,  and  the  right  la^  rights  in 
of  a  riparian  owner  to  the  flow  of  a  stream  in  its  natural  course,  easements. 
The  similarity  of  such  "  natural  "  rights  to  those  mentioned  above, 
which  have  their  origin  in  express  or  implied  grants,  is  pointed 
out  and  their  nature  explained  in   the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of   Exchequer    Chamber    in    Bonomi  v.   Bachliouse  (a)  ;    and   it 
has  been  determined  that  such  rights  exist    at    common    law, 
wholly   independent    of     any    conveyance    by    one    owner    to 
another  (6). 

The  classification  of  some  of  the  incidents  of  the  complete  enjoy- 
ment of  land  as  natural  rights  on  the  one  hand,  and  easements 


1  Maoqneen,  So.  App.  305,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  Tff9en  y.  Smithy  nbi  sup. ;  [Milliehamp 
T.  JokntoH  (1746),  WiUes,  205,  n.  ; 
BkwUi  ▼.  Tregonnitig  (1835),  3  A.  &  £. 
554 ;  42  R.  R.  463 ;  Preface,  tI  ; 
Momuey  y.  Irnnay  (1853),  1  H.  &  G. 
729;  3  H.  &  C.  486  ;  BlackettT.  BradUy 
(1862),  1  B.  &  S.  940 ;  31  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
65;  Sowerby  ▼.   Coleman  (1867),  L.  R. 

2  Exch.  96 ;  Warriek  v.  Queen's  CoUeg$ 
(1870),  L.  R.  10  Eq.  105  ;  Hall  v.  Not- 
tmgkam  (1875),  L.  R.  1  Ex.  D.  1; 
Mercer  t.  Denns,  [1904]  2  Oh.  £134; 
[1905]  2  Ch.  538. 

In  Marauis  of  Salisbury  y.  Gladttone 
(1861),  9  H.  L.  0.  692  (a  case  of  copy- 
hold onttom).  Lord  Cranworth  said : 
*'  In  truth  I  believe  that,  when  it  is 
said  that  a  custom  is  Toid  because  it 
is  onreasonable,  nothing  more  is  meant 
Uian  that  the  unreasonable  character  of 
the  alleged  cuBtom  conclusively  proves 
that  the  usage,  even  though  it  may  have 
existed  inmiemorially,  must  have  re- 
Bolted  from  accident  or  indulgence,  and 
not  from  any  right  conferred  in  ancient 


times  on  the  party  setting  up  the  cus- 
tom." But  it  seems  possible  to  keep  the 
fiction  of  a  right  conferred  out  of  the 
question,  and  to  recognize  the  existence 
of  local  laws  subject  to  a  common  law 
rule  as  to  reasonableness.  If  Lord  Gran- 
worth's  interpretation  of  the  rule  were 
the  right  one,  the  rule  should  also  apply 
to  private  easements.  See  per  Jessel, 
M.K.,  in  Hammer  ton  Y,  Honey  (1876), 
24  W.  R.  603. 

The  rule  was  considered  in  Goodman 
V.  Mayor  of  Sallash  (1882),  L.  R.  7  App. 
Gas.  033,  where  the  appellant's  claim 
was  affirmed,  not  as  a  servitude,  but  as 
a  trust  or  condition  qualifying  the  title 
of  the  respondents.  And  cf.  At t.- Gen. 
V.  Antrobi4M,  [1905]  2  Ch.  188. 

{a)  (1859),  E.  B.  &  E.  p.  654  ;  affirmed 
on  error,  9  H.  L.  C.  603. 

{b)  See  below,  Part  II.  Chap.  II. 
Sects.  1  and  4,  and  the  obseryations  of 
Wood,  V.-C,  in  Xorth  Eastern  Rail.  Co. 
y.  miiot  (1860),  1  J.  &  H.  145 ;  sub- 
stantially affirmed,  10  H.  L.  C.  333. 
Gf.  Kensit  y.  Great  Eeutern  Rail.  Co. 
(1884),  L.  R.  27  Ch.  Diy.  122,  at  p.  133  ; 
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Easements 
distingiiifihed 

from 

common  law 

rights. 


Easement 
is  valuable 
property; 
and  a  defect 
in  title. 


[on  the  other,  has  been  made  by  the  law  somewhat  arbitrarily. 
Thus,  the  right  of  riparian  owners  to  the  flow  of  a  natural  stream 
is  a  natural  right  of  property  {c)  ;  no  easement  need  be  acquired 
for  the  full  enjoyment  of  this  right ;  it  exists  by  virtue  of  the 
ownership  of  the  land,  in  the  same  way  as  does  the  right  to  graze 
cattle,  or  to  make  any  other  legal  use  of  a  man's  own  tenement. 
In  the  same  way  the  right  to  the  support  of  land  unencumbered  by 
buildings  exists  as  a  natural  right  of  property  inherent  in  the 
land  (d).  The  right  to  light,  however,  which  might  appear  to  be 
logically  indistinguishable  from  the  above,  as  a  right  derived 
direct  from  Nature  without  the  intervention  of  any  human  effort, 
stands,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  upon  a  totally  different  footing  (e). 
No  natural  right  exists  to  a  single  ray  of  light,  except  in  so  far 
as,  the  ownership  of  land  being  deemed  to  extend  even  to  the 
heavens,  it  is  not  possible  for  a  man's  land  to  be  actually  roofed  in 
against  his  will.  The  maxim  "  Cujus  est  solum  ejus  est  usque  ad 
coelum  "  can  hardly  be  advanced  as  the  reason  for  the  distinction 
which  exists,  for  example,  between  the  right  of  the  owner  of  land 
to  receive  light  and  his  right  to  receive  lateral  support ;  for  the 
maxim  continues  "  et  ad  inferos."  In  some  of  the  American 
States  this  maxim  is,  with  greater  consistency,  adopted  in  its 
entirety ;  the  right  to  support  stands  upon  the  same  footing 
in  this  respect  as  the  right  to  light,  there  being  no  natural  right  to 
either ;  indeed,  so  jealously  is  the  maxim  appUed,  that  rights  to 
support  or  light,  which  would  infringe  upon  it,  may  not  even  be 
acquired  by  prescription  (/). 

In  the  eye  of  the  law  an  easement  is  valuable  property ;  and 
consequently  where  land  was  agreed  to  be  sold  with  a  super-added 
easement,  and  a  title  coidd  not  be  made  to  the  easement  except 
under  a  lease  for  ninety-nine  years,  it  was  held  that  the  vendor 
could  not  make  a  title  to  the  property  agreed  to  be  sold(^). 
But  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  house,  with  windows  over- 
looking property  of  a  third  person,  implies  no  warranty  that  those 
windows  are  entitled  to  an  easement  of  light  over  such  adjoining 


and  JftfUi  y.  Dalton  (1878),  L.  R.  4 
Q.  B.  Diy.  at  p.  191,  per  Brett,  L.  J., 
and  6  A.  G.  at  p.  762,  per  Field,  J. 

(e)  Post,  Part  III.  Chap.  I. 

\d)  Poet,  Part  III.  Chap.  IV. 

(«)  Ibid.  Chap.  II. 


(/)  See  post.  Part  III.  Chap.  IV. 
seot.  (2)  at  end. 

(^)  JTriffht  Y.  Howard  (1823),  1  Sim. 
&  St.  190  ;  24  R.  R.  169.  Cf.  Femtel  and 
Wilson  y.  Tucker,  [1907]  2  Ch.  191. 


NATURE  OF  AN  EASEBIENT.  ' 

[property,  nor  even  that  the  period  of  presoription   is  ranniDg  ,?^™?^ 
in    favour   of   the    property  sold  (h).    Similarly    the    existence        from 

of  an  easement  over  property  is  a  defect  in  the  title  to  that  «>™?i^l»^ 

property  (t) .]  '- — 

(k)  Greetihalgh  ▼.  BrindUy,  [1901]  2  y.  Sewell,  [1891]  3  Ch.  405 ;  In  re  Puekeit 

Cb.  324.  and  Smith'a  Contract,  [1902]  2  Ch.  268  ; 

(•)  Shatkleton  v.  SuUlife  (1847),  1  Be  Ti»m0r  y.  Moon,  [1902]  2  Oh.  325. 
G.  k  Sm.  609  ;  75  R.  B.  216 ;  Aahbumer 
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CHAPTER  n. 


Definition. 


Essential 
qoalitiee. 


OF  THE  ESSENTIAL  QUALITIES  OF  AN   EASEMENT. 

An  easement  may  be  defined  to  be  a  privilege  without  profit, 
which  the  owner  of  one  neighbouring  tenement  hath  of  another, 
existing  in  respeot  of  their  several  tenements,  by  which  the 
servient  owner  is  obliged  "  to  suiSer  or  not  to  do  "  something  on 
his  own  land,  for  the  advantage  of  the  dominant  owner  (a). 

The  essential  qualities  of  easements,  properly  so  called,  may  be 
thus  distinguished : — 

1st.  Easements  are  incorporeal. 

2nd.  They  are  imposed  upon  corporeal  property. 

3rd.  They  confer  no  right  to  a  participation  in  the  profits 
arising  from  it  (i). 

4th.  They  must  be  imposed  for  the  benefit  of  corporeal  [or 
incorporeal  hereditaments,  and  are  usually  imposed  for  the  benefit 
of  corporeal]  property. 

dth.  There  must  be  two  distinct  tenements — the  dominant,  to 
which  the  right  belongs;  and  the  servient,  upon  which  the 
obligation  is  imposed  (e), 

6th.  By  the  civil  law,  it  was  also  required  that  the  cause  must 
be  perpetual. 


EaeementB 
are  in- 
coipoxeal. 


Sect.  1. — Eaaetnenta  are  Incorporeal. 

"  A  right  of  way,  or  right  of  passage  for  water,  where  it  does 
not  create  an  interest  in  the  land,  is  an  incorporeal  right,  and 
stands  upon  the  same  footing  with  other  incorporeal  rights  "  {d). 


(a)  Tennes  de  la  Ley,  tit.  Easements. 

{b)  [''Rights  of  aooommodation  as 
distingxiished  from  those  whioh  are 
directlj   profitable."  —  Bnrton,  Gomp. 


0.  6,  §3,  art.  116i).] 

{e)  [Adopted  bj  the  Gonrt  in  Mouhmi 
T.  J«»wy  (1866),  8  H.  &  C.  486.] 

{d)  Per  Guiiam  in  BetcHnt  y.  Ship-' 
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OoBfiidered  with  regard  to  the  servient  tenement,  an  easement 
is  but  a  charge  or  obligation,  curtailing  the  ordinary  rights  of 
property  (e) ;  with  regard  to  the  dominant  tenement,  it  is  a  right 
aooessorial  to  these  ordinary  rights — constituting,  in  both  oases, 
a  new  quality  impressed  upon  the  respective  heritages  (/). 


Sect.  2. — basements  are  imposed  upon  Corporeal  Property^  atid 
not  vpon  the  Person  of  the  Owner  of  it. 

The  right  conferred  by  an  easement  attaches  upon  the  soil  of  Obligation  of 
the  servient  tenement ;  the  utmost  extent  of  the  obligation  im-  ^JJ^^^^^a  ' 
posed  upon  the  owner  being  not  to  alter  the  state  of  it  so  as  to  prop^nt^. 
interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement  by  the  dominant  (g). 

The  obligation  upon  him  is  in  fact  negative — ^to  suffer  or  not 
to  do — ceasing  altogether  upon  his  ceasing  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  servient  heritage  {h) ;  and  passing  with  the  servient  heritage, 
upon  its  transfer,  to  each  successive  proprietor  (/). 


pmi  (1826),  5  B.  &  C.  221 ;  S.  C.  7  D. 
&  B.  783  ;  31  R.  R.  757. 

Servitotes  pnedionun  rufiticorum, 
etdam  si  corporibus  acoedunt,  inoorpo- 
nies  tamen  sunt. — Dig.   8,    1,   14,  de 


[Eaeemente,  though  inooiporeal,  are 
hereditaments;  and  as,  by  the  Inter- 
pretation Act,  1889,  8.  3,  the  word 
** land'*  in  any  Act  paitsed  since  1850 
indndes  all  hereditaments,  an  easement 
is  ^*land"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  1874.  Jones 
▼.  WatU  (1890),  L.  R.  43  Ch.  Div.  674  ; 
ind  see  below,  Fart  V.  Gbap.  I. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  grant  of  a 
new  easement  is  not  a  ''conveyance 
of  properU''*  within  the  meaning  of 
Sehedme  I.  Part  I.  of  the  General 
Order  under  the  Solicitors'  Remoneration 
Act,  1881.  In  re  Sanders'*  Settlement, 
[1896]  1  Ch.  480. 

As  to  rateabiHty,  see  G.  W,  R,  v. 
Btdguorih  (1867),  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  251 ; 
HofywtU  Union  r.  Halkyn  Drainage  Co,, 
ri895]  A.  C.  117.  As  to  liability  for 
hud  tax,  see  Metropolitan  BaU.  Co,  r. 
Iwler,  [1893]  A.  G.  416.1 

(<)  Pertinent  enim  aa  libera  tene- 
menta  juia  slont  et  corpora,  jura  sive 
lenritates,  diversis  respectibus :  jura 
antem  sive  libertates  did  poterunt 
ratione  tenementomm  qnibus  debentur. 
-Bracton,  Ub.  4,  fol.  220  b. 
\f)  Quid  aliud  sunt  jura  preediorum 

qoBiQpnBdia  qualiter  se  habentia?    Ut 

^Knutas,  aolubritas,  amplitude. — ^Dig.  50, 


16,  86,  de  y.  s. 

is)  Taylor  v.  WhiUhead  (1781),  2 
Doug.  745 ;  and  see  Pomfret  v.  Rieroft 
(1669),  1  Saund.  321  ;  Bullard  v.  Ear-  , 
rUon  (1815),  4  M.  &  S.  387 ;  16  R.  R. 
493.  Vide  post,  Incidents  of  Ease- 
ments. 

In  omnibus  servitutibus  refectio  ad 
eum  pertinet  qui  sibi  servitutem  asserit, 
non  ad  eum  cujus  res  servit. — Dig.  8,  5, 
6,  §  2,  si  scrv.  vind. 

(A)  Aio  esse  jus,  quo  dominus  aliquid 
pati  in  sue,  aut  in  suo  non  facere, 
cogitur,  ex  naturS  omnium  servitutum. 
Pati  in  suo,  puta  re  sua  utentem,  frn- 
entem,  per  fundum  suum  euntem, 
agentem,  aquamve  ducentem,  tignum  in 
SBdes  Buas  immittentem.  Non  facere, 
veluti  idtids  non  sedificare,  in  suo  non 
ponere  quod  luminibus  ssdium  nostrarum 
aut  prospectui  officiat,  &c.  Plan^  enim 
ita  servitus  oonstitui  non  potest,  ut  quia 
aliquid  cogatur  facere  in  suo ;  puta  viri- 
dana  aut  arbores  prospectils  nostri  oaufid 
tollere,  aut  in  suo  pingere,  quo  amnni- 
orem  nobis  prospcctum  pnestet,  obUgatio 
hsBC  edt,  non  servitus  constituta  ;  et 
ideo,  preedio  alienato,  non  sequetur  actio 
noTum  possessorem,  ut  fit  ubi  servitus 
constituta  est ;  sed  in  eum,  qui  id  facere 
promisit,  haeredemque  ejus,  actio  in 
personam  dabitur  in  id  scilicet,  quod 
interest,  si  non  fiat  quod  promissum  est, 
ut  accidit  in  omni  obligatione  faciendd. 
— Vinnius,  ad  Inst.  lib.  2,  tit.  3 ;  Dig. 
8,  1,  15,  §  1,  de  serv. 

(i)  Non  ignorabis,  si  priores  posses- 


10 


EASEMENTS  GENERALLY. 


Obligation  of 

easement 

attaches  on 

property. 


So  completely  is  this  the  ease  that,  if  any  disturbance  of  an 
easement  has  taken  place  previoas  to  a  transfer  of  the  servient 
heritage,  although  such  tortious  act  would  give  a  right  of  aotion 
against  the  former  owner,  his  successor  is  also  liable  if  he  allows 
it  to  continue  (k). 


Easements 
confer  no 
right  to 
profits. 


Sect.  3. — JEasemenla  confer  no  right  to  a  Participation  in  the 

Profits  of  the  Servient  Tenement. 

Easements  are  specifically  distinguished  from  other  incorporeal 
hereditaments  by  the  absence  of  aU  right  to  participate  in  the 
profits  of  the  soil  charged  with  them. 

The  right  to  receive  air,  light,  or  water,  passing  aoross  a 
neighbour's  knd,  may  be  claimed  as  an  easement,  beoaufle  the 
property  in  them  remains  common  (/) ;  but  the  right  to  take 
^'  something  out  of  the  soil "  is  a  profit  d  prendre,  and  not  an 
easement  (w). 

The  servitude  of  the  civil  law  had  a  much  wider  signification : 
comprehending,  in  addition  to  the  easements  proper  of  the 
English  law,  many  rights  which  in  it  fall  under  the  division  of 
profits  d,  prendre  (w). 


Easements 
accessory  to 
property. 


Seci'.  4. — Easements  must  be  imposed  for  the  hemficiai  Enjoy^ 

ment  of  Beat  Property. 

An  easement,  as  such,  can  only  be  claimed  as  accessory  to  a 
tenement.  This  position  was  recognized  as  law  by  the  judges  in 
a  very  early  case(o).    "Suppose,"  said  Shars,  J.,  "I  grant  to 


sores,  aqnam  dnci  per  prsedia  prohibere 
jnre  non  potaerint,  onm  eodem  onere 
perferendee  servitutis,  tranfiire  ad  emp- 
tores  eadem  pnedia  posse. — Cod.  3,  84, 
3,  de  sery.  et  aq. 

(k)  Fenruddoek'8  Case  (1698),  6  Rep. 
100 ;  and  post,  Bemedies  for  Distnrb- 
anoe. 

(Q  [Blaokstone  (Christian's),  yoL  ii. 
p.  18 ;  and  the  judnnent  inJSoMV.  Ward 
(1856),  4  E.  &  B.  702,  m  which  case  it 
was  held  that  the  right  to  go  npon  a 
neighbour's  land  and  take  water  ont  of 


a  spring  there  is  an  easement,  and  not  a 
profit  a  prendre.] 

(m)  Manning  Y.  Waadale  (1886),  5  A. 
&  E.  768,  at  p.  764 ;  S.  O.  1  Nev.  &  P. 
172  ;  44  B.  R.  676 ;  Bleutett  y.  Tre- 
gmning  (1836),  3  A.  &  E.  654,  at  p.  576  ; 
S.  C.  5  Ney.  &  Man.  308 ;  42  B.  R. 
463 ;  Preface,  yi ;  Bailey  y.  Appleyard 
(1838),  8  A.  &  E.  161 ;  S.  C.  3  Key.  & 
Per.  257 ;  47  R.  B.  637 ;  [see  Baee  v. 
Ward,  nbi  snp. ;  Cmstabls  v.  Nicholson 
(1863),  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  280]. 

(n)  Ante,  p.  2,  note  {e), 

(o)  21  Edw.  3,  2,  pi.  6. 
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Easement 

aocenoiy  to 

property. 


you  a  way  over  my  land  to  a  certain  mill,  and  you  are  not  seised 
of  this  mill  at  tlie  time,  but  you  purchase  it  afterwards  :  notwith- 
standing I  disturb  you  in  this  way  afterwards,  you  shall  not  have 
assize,  though  you  may  have  a  writ  of  covenant."  To  which  it 
was  repHed,  "  In  your  case  it  is  no  marvel  to  me,  although  no 
assize  lies,  inasmuch  as  he  had  not  the  frank  tenement  to  which 
he  claimed  to  have  (dut  avoir)  the  way,  at  the  time  the  way  was 
granted  to  him,  and  therefore  he  could  not  have  had  assize  if  he 
had  been  disturbed  at  the  time  when  the  grant  was  made ;  and  as 
he  could  not  then  have  assize,  the  purchase  of  the  frank  tene- 
ment afterwards  would  not  enable  him  to  maintain  this  action"  (p), 

"NuUus  hujusmodi  servitutes,"  says  Bracton,  "constituere 
potest,  nisi  ille,  qui  f undum  habet  et  tenementum ;  quia  pne- 
diorum,  aliud  liberum,  aliud  servituti  suppositum  (q), 

"  Et  ita  pertinent  servitutes  alicui  f undo  ex  eonstitutione  sive 
ex  impositione  de  voluntate  dominorum  "  (r). 

[It  was  stated  in  the  original  text  that  easements  must  be  Whether 
imposed  for  the  benefit  of  corporeal  property,  but  this  cannot  now  ^bSTto  ^^ 
be  considered  law.     It  is  true  that  there  are  authorities  to  be  found  incorooreal 
stating  in  general  terms  that  a  thing  incorporeal  cannot  be  appur-  mente. 
tenant  to  another  thing  incorporeal ;  but  this,  as  pointed  out  in  the 
notes  to  Co.  litt.  121  b,  note  7  (Hargrave  and  Butler's  edition),  is 
by  no  means  an  universal  rule.     The  true  test,  as  there  mentioned, 
is  the  propriety  of  relation  between  the  principal  and  the  adjundt, 
which  may  be  found  out  by  considering  whether  they  so  agree  in 
nature  and  quality  as  to  be  capable  of  union  without  incongruity ; 
and  this  test  has  been  judicially  adopted  as  that  which  ought  to  be 
appUed. 

In  Hanbury  v.  Jenkins  («),  Buckley,  J.,  adopting  note  7  to  Co. 
litt.  121  b,  referred  to  above,  was  prepared  to  hold  that  an  incor- 
poreal right  of  way  along  both  banks  of  a  river  may  be  appendant 
to  an  incorporeal  right  of  fishing. 


(p)  rBut  see  North  BritUh  Sail.  Co.  y. 
Fork  Yard  Cb.,  £1898]  A.  C.  643 ;  below, 
p.  13,  note  (a). J 

[q)  Lib.  4,  f .  220  b. 

(r)  Idem,  f .  221  a.  Quoties  nee  homi- 
nmn,  neo  prsediomm,  servitates  sont, 
quia  nihil  yimnonim  interest,  non  valet ; 


veluti  ne  per  f  undum  tunm  eas,  aut  ibi 
consiBtes,  et  ideo  si  mihi  conoedas  jus 
tibi  non  e^se  fundo  tuo  uti,  frui,  nuiil 
agitur;  aliter  atque  si  conoedas  mihi 
juB  tibi  non  esse  in  fundo  tuo  aquam 
quserere,  minuendae  mesB  aque  gratis. — 
Dig.  8,  1,  15,  de  serv. 
(*)  [1901]  2  Ch.  401. 
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EASEMENTS  GENERALLY. 


heredita- 
ments. 


Whether  [In  A.-G.  V.  Copeland  (t),  a  highway  authority  claimed  an  ease- 

be  attached  to  ment  of  disoharging  water  on  to  the  defendant's  land  by  means 
incorporeal  q{  ^  pjp^  running  from  a  highway.  The  action  was  dismissed 
by  Alverstone,  C.  J.,  on  the  ground,  so  far  as  concerns  the  point 
now  under  consideration,  that  the  public  right  of  passage  over  the 
road  {u)  was  not  such  a  right  as  was  capable  of  having  the  ease- 
ment claimed  attached  to  it,  and  that  therefore  the  claim  to 
the  easement  failed  for  want  of  a  dominant  tenement.  This 
decision  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  on  the  ground  that 
the  pipe  in  question  was  a  "  drain  "  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  67 
of  the  Highway  Act,  1835,  Collins,  M.  E.,  adding  "that  a 
legal  origin  was  possible,  and  ought  to  be  presumed,"  for  the  right 
claimed,  and  the  Lords  Justices  apparently  concurring. 

Applying  the  above-mentioned  test,  it  is  submitted  that  if  the 
owner  of  a  right  to  take  certain  minerals  {x)  under  close  A. 
obtained  from  the  owner  of  an  adjacent  close,  B.,  a  grant  of  a  way 
over  the  close  B.,  or  a  right  to  discharge  water  over  it,  for  him,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  as  appurtenant  to  the  right  of  mining,  an  ease- 
ment would  undoubtedly  be  created  and  would  be  appurtenant  to 
the  incorporeal  right  already  vested  in  the  grantee. 

It  is  clear  that,  if  the  grantee,  in  the  case  above  supposed,  was 
already  the  owner,  not  merely  of  the  incorporeal  hereditament, 
but  of  the  substratum  itself  containing  the  minerals,  and  obtained 
such  a  grant  from  the  owner  of  B.,  he  would  thus  become  entitled 
to  an  easement  appurtenant  to  his  soil ;  and  what  reason  is  there 
for  holding  that  such  would  not  also  be  the  result  in  the  case  first 
put  P  If  the  question  were  raised  in  the  form  above  suggested,  the 
difficulty  could  not  be  evaded  by  holding  that  the  first  incorporeal 
right  is  enlarged  by  the  grant  of  the  second,  and  that  both 
together  form  one  entire  right,  as  they  would  do  if  they  had 
originally  been  conferred  by  the  same  grantor  in  one  grant  (y). 
Upon  the  question  itself  see  the  case  of  Roicbotham  v.  Wilson  (s).] 


(0  [1901]  2  K.  B. 
[1902]  1 


101.  On  appeal, 
K:  B.  690. 
(m)  See  per  Lord  Cairns,  L.  J., 
Rangeley  v.  Midland  Rail.  Co.  (1868), 
L.  R.  3  Ch.  310 ;  poet,  p.  16. 

(x)  The  right  to  take  minerals  out  of 
the  soil  of  another  is  an  incorporeal 
right ;  the  right  to  a  stratum  of  minerals 
is    a   corporeal  right.     Doe   t.     Wood 


(1819),  2  B.  &  Aid.  724  ;  21  R.  R.  469  ; 
Wilkinson  v.  li-oud  (1843),  11  M.  &  W. 
33  ;  63  R.  R.  607  ;  Duke  of  Eamilton  y. 
Graham  (1871),  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  (So.)  166. 

(y)  The  instance  given  ahove,  with 
substantially  the  conclusions  stated,  was 
originally  from  the  hand  of  Mr.  Willes, 
a  former  editor. 

(«)  (1860),  8  H.  L.  C.  343. 
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Probably  in  the  English  as  in  the  civil  law,  the  grant  of  an  C^^ant  of 
easement  in  respect  of  a  house  aboat  to  be  purchased,  or  built,  houae  to  be 
by  the  grantee,  would  enure  as  such.  [A  familiar  example  of  ^'"^*- 
this  is  the  case  of  a  conveyance,  by  a  landowner,  of  part  of  his 
land  for  the  express  purpose  of  building  a  house,  in  which  case 
the  land  which  he  retains  becomes  affected  by  the  easement  of 
support  for  the  house  when  built.  **  If  the  grant  is  made  expressly 
to  enable  the  grantee  to  build  a  house  on  the  land  granted,  there 
is  an  implied  warranty  of  support,  subjacent  and  adjacent,  as  if 
the  house  had  already  existed  "  (a).  And  it  would  no  doubt  be 
held,  in  the  case  of  a  gi*ant  affecting  one  tenement  with  an 
easement  in  favour  of  another  tenement,  supposed  to  belong  but 
not  really  belonging  to  the  grantee  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  that 
upon  the  grantee  subsequently  acquiring  the  tenement  this  grant 
would  become  effectual ;  but  this  is  more  properly  a  part  of  the  law 
of  estoppel.] 

By  the  civil  law,  although  it  was  clearly  established  that  a  Civil  law. 
servitude  could  be  acquired  only  by  the  proprietor  of  the  heritage 
to  be  benefited  by  it  (ft) ;  yet  where,  at  the  date  of  the  grant, 
there  was  an  intention  to  erect  the  building  to  which  the  servitude 
vas  to  be  attached,  the  right  so  conferred  was  valid  (c). 

It  followed  from  this  rule  that  every  servitude  must  be  pro- 
ductive of  advantage  to  the  dominant  tenement.  A  mere  re- 
striction upon  the  rights  of  the  servient  owner  was  invalid,  if 
unaccompanied  by  any  benefit  to  the  dominant  owner,  or  if  such 
benefit  were  merely  a  personal  one  to  him  {d). 

For  the  same  reason  no  servitude  could  exist,  unless  the 
dominant  and  servient  tenements  were  sufficiently  near  to  allow 
the  one  to  receive  a  benefit  from  the  subjection  of  the  other  (e). 


[a]  Per  Lord  Chancellor  in  Caledonian 
RaU.  Co.  V.  Sproi,  2  Maoq.  S.  A.  453 ; 
and  see  the  obaerTatiuns  of  Lord  Wens- 
Wydale  in  Rowbotham  v.  JFilaon,  8 
H.  L.  C.  p.  364,  upon  a  kindred  point ; 
aod  Hymer  ▼.  Mellroy,  [1897]  I  Ch.  628, 
where  the  grantee  was  a  yt^rly  tenant 
*  at  the  date  of  the  grant  and  afterwardn 
aoqoired  the  fee.  And  see  Xorth  British 
ML  Co.  V.  Park  Yard  Co.,  Ltd.,  [1898] 
A.  C.  643,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
fact  that  the  dominant  tenement  had 
not  been  acquired  at  the  date  of  the  in- 
Btrument  granting  a  right  of  way  did 
not  prevent  the  seryitude  becoming  a 
legal  acoefisorj  to  the  dominant  tene- 
ment. 


{b)  Nemo  enim  potest  servitatem  ao- 
quirere,  urbani  vel  rustioi  prsedii,  nisi 
qui  habet  prcedium. — Inst.  *2,  3,  3,  de 
serv.  prsed. 

(c)  Future  sedificio,  quod  nondnm  est, 
vel  imponi  vel  acquiri  servitus  potest. — 
Dig.  8,  2,  23,  }  1,  de  scrv.  pwed. 

(d)  Ut  pomum  deccrpere  liceat,  et  ut 
spatiari,  et  ut  coenare  in  aliend  possimus, 
servitus  imponi  non  potest. — Dig.  8,  1, 
8.     Ibid. 

{e)  Quod  si  sedes  mefe  a  tuis  eedibns 
tantum  distant  ut  prospici  non  possint ; 
aut  medius  mons  earum  oonspectum 
auforat,  servitus  imponi  non  potest. — 
Dijr.  8,  2,  38,  de  serv.  urb.  prsed. 

Nemo  enim  propriis  ndinoiis  aervita- 
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in  gross. 


EASEMENTS  GENERALLY. 

The  servitude,  when  once  acquired,  passed  with  the  heritage  into 
the  hands  of  each  successive  owner  (/). 

Many  personal  rights,  which,  in  their  mode  of  enjoyment,  bear 
a  great  resemblance  to  easements,  as,  for  instance,  rights  of  way, 
may  be  conferred  by  actual  grant,  independently  of  the  posses- 
sion of  any  tenement  by  the  grantee ;  but  such  rights,  thoug-h 
valid  between  the  contracting  parties,  do  not  possess  the  inci- 
dents of  an  easement.  In  case  of  disturbance  of  a  personal  right 
thus  given,  the  remedy  would  appear  to  be  upon  the  contract 

only  {g). 


tem  iinponere  potest,  nisi  et  is  qui  cedit, 
et  is  cui  ceditor,  in  oonspectu  habeant 
ea  sedificia,  ita  ut  officere  alteram  alteri 
potest.— Dig.  8,  2,  39.     Ibid. 

Neratius  libris  ex  Plautio  ait :  nee 
hanstum  pecoris,  nee  appulHum,  nee 
cretsB  eximendae,  calcisque  coquendse, 
jus  posse  in  alieno  esse,  nisi  fundum 
vicinum  habeat;  et,  hoc  Proculum  et 
Atilicinum  existimasse,  ait. — Dig*.  8,  3, 
6,  J  I,  de  serv.  praed.  rust. 

In  rusticis  autem  preediis  impedit 
servitutem  medium  pnedium  quod  non 
servit.— Dig.  8,  3,  7.     Ibid. 

[See,  on  this 'pointtBirminff  ham  Bank- 
ing  Co.  v.  Rom  (1888),  L.R.  38  Ch.  Div. 
295.] 

(/)  Si  fundus  serviens,  vel  is  oui  ser- 
vitus  debetur,  publicaretur,  utroque 
casu  durant  servitutes ;  quia  cum  suft 
conditione  quisquc  fundus  publicaretur. 
— Dig.  8,  3,  23,  §  2,  de  serv.  prsed. 
rust. 

Cum  fundus  fundo  servit,  yendito 
quoque  fundo,  servitutes  sequuntur. — 
Dig.  8,  4,  12,  comm.  preed. 

(g)  [Upon  this  paragraph  Mr.  Willes 
had  the  following  note: — *'  It  may  be 
questioned,  however,  whether  the  owner 
of  an  easement  in  gross  would  not  have 
the  same  remedies  which  he  would 
have  if  it  were  appurtenant ;  a  right  of 
common  or  other  profit  u  prendre  may 
be  claimed  as  a  right  in  gross  (see 
text),  and  there  should  seem  to  be  no 
reason  why  an  incorporeal  right,  not 
involving  participation  in  the  profits  of 
the  servient  tenement,  should  not  be 
capable  of  being  conferred  in  like 
manner  with  an  incorporeal  right  in- 
volving such  participation.  The  case  of 
AekroydY.  Smith  (I860),  lOG.B.  164,  is 
not  inconsistent  with  this  position.  The 
point  decided  by  that  case  is,  that  a 
right  of  way  cannot  be  so  granted  as  to 
pass  to  the  successive  owners  of  land, 
as  such,  in  cases  where  the  way  is  not 


connected   in    some   manner  with   the 
enjoyment  of  the  land  to  which  it  is 
attempted  to  make  it  appurtenant;   ia 
fact  the  grant  in  that  case  is  an  in* 
stiince  of   an  attempt  to  create  a  new 
kind  of  estate,  a  right  of  way  at  the 
same  time  in  gross  and  appurtenant : 
in  gross  in  that  it  was  in  fact  uncon- 
nected with   the    enjoyment  of  the  land 
to  which  it  was  attempted  to  make  it 
anpurtenant,  and  appurtenant  in  that 
tAe  grant  purported  to  limit  it  so  as  to 
go  to  the  successive  owners  of  that  land 
in  succession.    This  attempt  of  course 
failed,  but  the  case  does  not  affect  the 
position,  that  as  profits  a  prendre  may 
be  claimed  in  gross,  so  also  mere  ease- 
ments may  be    claimed  in  gross,  and 
that  such   right  may  be   accompanied 
with  all  the  same  remedies  as  easements 
appurtenant,   and  that   the  burden  of 
them  may  run  with  the  tenement  over 
which    they    are     claimed.      Lord    St. 
lieonards,  in  1  Macqueen,  S.  A.  p.  312, 
expressly  laid    down  that    a  dominant 
tenement  is  not  necessary  for  the  exist- 
ence of  an  easement  according  to  the 
English  law,   and  some    of    the  cases 
quoted  are  instances  to  show  that  the 
existeuce  of  easements  in  gross  is  re- 
cognized by  that   law.      The    present 
treatise,  however,  is  confined  to  those 
which  are  accessory  to  tenements.     See 
post,  Part  II.  Chap.  III.  Sect.  1,  upon 
the  question  whether  such  an  easement 
would  be  within  Lord  Tenterden's  Act." 
It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  de- 
cision in  Aekroyd  v.  Smith  is  not  op- 
posed  to  the   position   here  contended 
for,  and  also  that  the  expression  *'  ease- 
ments in  gross '*  is  used  in  certain  of 
the    cases  referred  to   above  (p.  3)  to 
denote    the   customary    rights    in    the 
nature  of  easements  to  which  the  cases 
refer  (cf.  L.  R.  22  Ch.  Div.  707).     But 
there  is  no  case  (except,  perhaps,  iS^- 
home  v.  ChrUtian  (1787),   1  T.  R.  660 ; 
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["  There  can  be  no  easement,  properly  so  called,  unless  there  be     Eaaements 

both  a  servient  and  a  dominant  tenement.     It  is  true  that  in  the  

well-known  ease  of  BovastonY.  Paym{h)^  Mr.  Justice  Heath  is  ^%^^^' 
reported  to  have  said,  with  regard  to  a  public  highway,  that  the  -»«»/•  Co- 
freehold  continued  in  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  subject  to 
an  easement  in  favour  of  the  public;  and  that  expression  has 
occasionally  been  repeated  since  that  time  (/).  That,  however,  is 
hardly  an  accurate  expression.  There  can  be  no  such  thing 
according  to  our  law,  or  according  to  the  civil  law,  as  what  I  may 
term  an  easement  in  gross.  An  easement  must  be  connected 
with  a  dominant  tenement.  In  truth,  a  public  road  or  highway  is 
not  an  easement.  It  is  a  dedication  to  the  public  of  the  Occupa- 
tion of  the  surface  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  passing  and 
repassing,  the  public  generally  taking  upon  themselves  (through 
the  parochial  authorities  or  otherwise)  the  obligation  of  repairing 
it  It  is  quite  clear  that  that  is  a  very  different  thing  from  an 
oidinary  easement,  where  the  occupation  remains  in  the  owner  of 
the  servient  tenement  subject  to  the  easement "  {k). 

It  follows  from  the  general  rule  that  it  is  not  competent  to  a  Easement 
vendor  to  annex  to  land  rights  unconnected  with  its  use  or  enjoy-  ^^^d^^' 
ment    In  Ackroyd  v.  Smith  (/),  the  defendants  in  an  action  of  dominant 
trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  pleaded  a  conveyance  to  A.  of  a    .j^  ^^ 
certain  close  together  with  the  right  and  privilege  to  and  for  the  Smith, 
owners  and  occupiers  of  the  premises  conveyed,  and  aU  persons 
having  occasion  to  resort  thereto,  of  passing  and  repassing  for 
all  purposes  over  the  locus  in  quo,  a  conveyance  by  A.  to  them- 
selves of  the  same  close  and  its  appurtenances,  and  a  user  by 
themselves  "  for  their  own  purposes."     On  demurrer,  the  plaintiff 
had  judgment  on  the  ground  that  the  right  claimed,  not  being 
limited  to  purposes  connected  with  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 


1  B.  R.  300)  which  sapports  the  position 
that  there  may  be  private  or  prescrip- 
tive eaaements  in  gross ;  the  reasoning 
in  Aekroyd  v.  Smith  and  the  allied  cases 
is  distinctly  opposed  to  the  contention, 
and  the  judgment  in  Rangeley  v.  Mid' 
leukd  Rad.  Co,^  cited  in  the  next  para- 
graph of  the  text,  is  an  anthority  on 
^  other  side. 

It  should,  however,  be  mentioned 
tliat  Mr.  Wiliee'  note  was  quoted  with- 
out disapproTal  in  MoHj%»ey  v.  lamay 
(1863),  3  H.  &  C.  at  p.  498,  and  in 
Skvttleteorth  v.   Ze  FUmtng   (1865),    19 


C.  B.  N.  S.  at  p.  695.] 

(h)  (1795),  2  H.  Bl.  527 ;  2  Sm.  L.  C. 
6th  ed.,  p.  132  ;  3  R.  K.  497. 

(•)  See,  e,g.^  St.  Mary^  Xarington  v. 
Jacobs  (1871),  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  47,  p.  64. 

(k)  Per  Lord  Cairns,  L.  J.,  Aangeley 
V.  Midland  Rail.  Co.  (1868),  L.  R.  A 
Ch.  310.  Cf.  Hawkins  v.  Rutter,  [1892] 
1  Q.  B.  668.  As  to  the  rights  of  the 
public  in  a  highway,  see  Harrisoti  v. 
Duke  of  Rutland,  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  142  ; 
Hickman  v.  Maisey,  [1900]  1  Q.  B.  752. 

(/)  (1850),  10  C.  JB.  164;  84  R.  R. 
507. 
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Ackroyd  v. 
Smith. 

Thorpe  v. 
BntmJiU, 


SaiUy  v. 
Stephent, 


EllU  T.  Mayor 
of  Bridgnorth, 


[close,  oould  not  be  annexed  to  land  so  as  to  pass  to  a  grantee  as 
appurtenant  to  it. 

Thorpe  v.  Bnimfitt  (m)  is  not  inconsistent  with  Ackroyd  v. 
Smith.  There,  Pollard  was  the  owner  of  an  inn ;  Morrell  granted 
him,  in  exchange  for  an  old  right  of  way  to  the  inn,  a  piece  of 
land  adjoining  the  inn-yard  and  a  right  of  way  for  all  purposes 
through  and  along  a  certain  road  between  the  piece  of  land  con- 
veyed and  a  street.  The  Lords  Justices  held  that  the  new  way 
was  capable  of  being  made  appurtenant  to  the  land  conveyed  and 
passed  with  it ;  for,  construing  the  grant  reasonably,  it  meant  a 
right  of  way  between  the  highway  and  the  yard  of  the  inn,  the 
triangular  piece  of  ground  not  being  intended  to  be  held  as  a 
separate  tenement,  but  being  granted  only  for  the  purpose  of 
being  thrown  into  the  yard,  so  as  to  make  it  a  more  convenient 
boundary  line  between  the  properties  of  the  grantor  and  grantees. 
Mellish,  L.  J.,  observed  that,  in  Ackroyd  v.  Smithy  the  close  to 
which  it  was  sought  to  make  the  way  appendant  was  not  at  the 
end  of  the  road,  and  the  purposes  for  which  the  right  of  way  was 
there  granted  were  to  a  great  extent  unconnected  with  the  use  of 
the  close  to  which  that  right  was  claimed  as  appurtenant. 

In  Bailey  v.  Stephens  (n),  the  principle  of  Ackroyd  v.  Smith  was 
applied  to  a  profit  4  prendre,  and  a  claim  of  a  prescriptive  right 
in  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  close  A.  to  enter  close  B.  and  to 
cut  down  and  carry  away  and  convert  to  their  own  use  all  the 
trees  and  wood  growing  and  being  thereon,  as  to  close  A.  apper- 
taining, was  held  void.  "  It  is,"  said  Erie,  C.  J.,  "  a  claim  .  .  . 
of  a  right  as  appurtenant  to  the  estate,  and  yet  wholly  tmcon- 
nected  with  the  estate  ...  I  cannot  find  any  authority  for  such 
a  claim.^'  Probably  such  a  right  might  be  created  by  agreement, 
and  be  assignable,  as  a  licence  in  gross  coupled  with  a  grant  (o). 

In  Ellis  V.  Mayor  of  Bridgnorth  (/?),  a  market  had  from  time 
immemorial  been  held  in  the  street  of  Bridgnorth  before  the 
plaintiff's  house;  and  he  claimed  the  right  to  have  a  stall  on 
market  days  before  his  house.  The  defendants  removed  the  market, 
and  the  plaintiff  sued  them  for  the  disturbance  of  his  right.  The 
Court  held  that  the  right  was  probably  conferred  in  consideration 
that  the  holding  the  market  must  necessarily  diminish  on  market 
days  the  trade  of  the  shops,  and  the  shopkeepers  were  therefore 


(m)  (1878),  L.  R.  8  Ch.  650. 
(n)  (1862),  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  91. 


(o)  See  above,  p.  2. 

(p)  (1863),  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  62. 
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[privileged  to  advance    their    shops   into    the  market,  that  the  ^J^^'^^^^^V' 

enjoyment  of  tlie  stalls  by  them  was  sufficiently  connected  with  '- 

the  enjoyment  of  land  to  satisfy  the  rule  of  law  acted  upon  in 
Ackrof/dY.  Smith  and  Bailey  y.  SfephenSy  and  that,  as  the  right 
originated  in  a  grant  fi*om  the  owners  of  the  market,  their  buo- 
cessors  could  not  derogate  from  that  grant  by  changing  the  site 
of  the  market-place  (^).] 

In  the  case  of  Bailey  v.  Appleyard{r)y  it  wm  intimated  on  Baikyy, 
high  authority  that  a  plea  to  turn  cattle  on  land  generally,  with-  ^^^^  • 
out  stating  for  what  purpose,  is  bad.  [But  all  that  the  learned 
judge  meant  was,  that  it  must  be  shown  by  proper  averment  in 
the  pleading  in  what  respect  the  right  to  enter  aiises(«).  He 
could  not  have  intended  that  a  plea  of  a  right  of  common  in 
gross  would  be  bad ;  for  it  is  clear  that  such  a  right  may  exist, 
and  that  a  man  may  claim  to  be  entitled,  by  grant  or  by  prescrip- 
tion, to  a  right  of  pasture  in  gross,  giving  to  him  and  his  heirs, 
independently  of  the  possession  of  any  land  or  several  pasture 
by  them,  the  right  of  turning  a  definite  and  limited  number 
of  cattle  upon  the  land  over  which  the  right  of  common  is 
claimed  (^).] 


Sect.  5. — There  must  be  Two  distinct  Tenements^ — the  Dominant, 
to  ichich  the  right  belongs, — and  the  Servient,  upon  which  the 
obligation  is  imposed. 

It  is  obvious  that  if  the  dominant  and  servient  tenements  are  There  most 
the  property  of  the  same  owner,  the  exercise  of  the  right  which  ^^^^^ 
in  other  cases  would  be  the  subject  of  an  easement,  is,  during  the 
continuance   of  his  ownership,    one   of    the   ordinary  rights  of 
property  only,  which   he   may  vary   or   determine   at   pleasure, 
without  in  any  way  increasing  or  diminishing  those  rights. 


(9)  See  further  on  this  subject,  Kemit  E.   161,  per  Littledale,  J. ;  47  B.  B. 

T.  Grgat  Eoitern  Railway  (1884),  L.  R.  637. 

''o?;]^^^^-*' r*^  °^-^^r  T*^-  W  See,  per  Manle,  J.,  in  FeUr  v. 

Ui  course,  it  is  no  objection  to  an  n^Ji^i  l^QAQ\    n  n  -o   ktt 

easement   that  its   exeroiJe   may  inci-  -^""'"^  ^^^^^^'  ^  ^'  ^'  ^^^' 

dentally  confer  a  benefit  on  some  tene-  (i)  Blackstone,   vol.  2,  p.   34 ;    TFel' 

ment  qther  than  the  dominant  tenement.  come  y.  Upton  (1840),  6  M.  &  W.  636  ; 

Simpson  ▼.    Godmanchester    Corporation,  66B.  B.  727;  {^Barrin^ton^s  Case  {1611), 

[1897]  A.  C.  696.  8  Bep.  136  b ;  JBailey  v.  Stephem  (1862), 

(r)  (1838),  3  Ney.  &  Per.  267 ;  8  A.  &  12  C.  B.,  N.  S.  91.] 
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There  mtut 

be  two 
tenements. 


It  is  therefore  essential  that  the  dominant  and  servient  tene- 
ments should  belong  to  different  owners :  immediately  they 
"  become  the  property  of  the  same  person  the  inferior  right  of 
easement  is  merged  in  the  higher  title  of  ownership  (u). 

This  principle  is  thus  laid  down  by  Braoton :  "  Nemini  servire 
potest  fundus  suus  proprius,  quia  prflediorum,  aliud  liberum, 
aUud  servituti  suppositum  "  (x), 

"Et  talis  dici  poterit  constitutio  qu&  domus  domui,  rus  ruri, 
fundus  fundo,  tenementum  tenemento,  subjungatur:  et  non 
tantum  personsB  per  se,  vel  tenementum  per  se,  sed  uterque 
simul,  tam  tenementum,  quam  personse  "  (y). 

**  A  servitude  is  a  charge  imposed  upon  an  heritage  for  the  use 
and  advantage  of  an  heritage  belonging  to  another  proprietor"  (c). 

[It  is  not  essential,  in  order  that  an  easement  created  by  grant 
should  become  a  legal  accessory  of  the  dominant  tenement,  that 
the  dominant  tenement  should  have  been  actually  acquired  at  the 
date  of  the  grant  (a).] 


Civil  law. 


Sect.  6. — Bi/  the  Civil  Law  the  Causes  of  Easeme^its  must  be 

Perpetual, 

By  the  civil  law  the  causes  of  easements  must  be  perpetual  (6). 

It  is  not  to  be  understood  by  this  position  that  the  civil  law 
required  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement  to  be  continuous  and 
necessarily  perpetual,  conditions  which  in  many  cases  would  be 
obviously  impossible  (c) ;   but  only  that  the   qualities  thus  im- 


(m)  Nulli  enim  res  sua  servit. — Dig. 
8,  2,  26,  de  serv.  pucd.  urb.  Si  quis 
eedes  quse  suis  {cdibus  servirent  cum 
emiflset,  traditaB  sibi  accepit,  confnsa 
sublataque  servitus  est.— Ibid.  30.  See 
Holme*  V.  Goring  (1824),  2  Bing.  83  ;  9 
Moore,  166 ;  27  K.  R.  649 ;  [James  v. 
Bant  (1836),  4  A.  &  E.  761  ;  43  R.  R. 
465  ;  Hawkins  v.  Euiter,  [1892]  1  Q.  B. 
668 ;  and  see  as  to  merger,  below. 
Part  IV.  Chap.  II.] 

ix)  lib.  4,  f .  220. 

(y)  Ibid.  f.  221. 

(«)  Code  Civil,  art.  637. 

(a)  North  Bntish  Rail.  Co,  v.  Fork 
Yard  Co.  Ltd,,  [1898]  A.  C.  643. 

{b)  Foramen  in  imo  pariete  conclaTis 
▼el  triclinii  quod  essct  proluendi  pavi- 
menti  causd,  id  neque  flumen  esse,  neque 
tempore  acquiri,  pkcuit.  Hoc  ita  verum 
est  si  in  eum  locum  nihil  ex  coelo  aqute 


veniat:  neque  enim  perpetuam  causam 
habet,  quod  manu  fit ;  at  quod  ex  coelo 
cadit,  etsi  non  assidu^  fit,  ex  natural! 
tamen  causil  fit,  et  ideo  perpetuo  fieri 
existimatur.     Omnes  autem  servitutea 

Sreediorum  perpetuas  causas  habere 
ebent;  et  ideo,  neque  ex  lacu,  neque 
ex  etagno,  concedi  aquee  ductus  potest. 
Stillicidii  quoque  immittendi,  naturalia 
et  perpetua  causa  esse  debet. — ^Dig.  8, 
2,  28,  de  serv.  prsed.  urb. 

Servitus  aquaa  ducendsB,  vel  hau- 
riendse,  nisi  ex  capite,  vel  ex  fonte  con- 
stitui  non  potest. — Dig.  8,  3,  9,  de  serv. 
prffid.  rust. 

{c)  Tales  sunt  servitutes,  ut  non  ha- 
beant  certam  continuamque  possessio- 
nem ;  quia  nemo  tam  continenter  iro 
potest,  ut  nullo  memento  possessio  ejus 
interpellari  videatur. — Dig.  8,  1,  14,  de 
serv. 
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pressed  upon  the  dominant  and  servient  tenements  shoald  be  in     CivUlaw. 
their  nature  permanent,  and  such  as  were  capable  of  oontinuing 
in  their  present  condition  for  an  indefinite  period. 

If,  from  the  nature  of  the  servient  tenement,  the  enjoyment 
oonld  only  continue  during  a  limited  space  of  time,  as  where  water 
was  drawn  from  a  mere  artificial  collection,  no  servitude  was 
acquired. 

The  rule  laid  down  by  Vinnius  is,  "That  a  servitude  has  a 
perpetual  cause  where  it  is  natural,  though  not  constant,  as  rain- 
water, which  falls  naturally,  though  not  constantly;  and  that  those 
servitudes  which  arise  by  the  act  of  man  have  also  a  perpetual 
cause,  if  the  tenement,  or  any  part  of  it,  has  been  adapted  or  pre- 
pared (parata)  for  its  enjoyment,  as  the  immission  of  smoke  "  {d). 

Bracton  appears  to  have  recognized  this  as  an  essential  element :  Engliah  law. 
after  laying  it  down  that  a  man  may  have  an  assize  for  disturbance 
of  his  "  haustus  aquse,"  he  continues,  "  Sed  hoc  (breve)  non  est  de 
cistern^,  quia  cistema  non  habet  aquam  perpetuam,  nee  aquam 
Tivam,  quia  cistema  imbribus  concipitur"  {e). 

The  want  of  direct  authority  upon  this  point  in  the  law  of  Difficulties  in 
England  (/),  renders  it  difficult  to  determine  to  what  extent  this  r^. 
principle  is  admitted  by  it ;  and  even  in  the  civil  law  it  is  by  no 
means  easy  to  define  the  rule  with  precision.  For  though  it  is 
there  laid  down  that  nothing  which  depended  upon  the  mere  act  of 
man  (quod  manu  fit),  as  a  discharge  through  an  aperture  in  the 
wall  of  water  used  in  washing  the  pavement,  could  constitute  a 
aervitude,  it  seems  clear  that  a  servitude  might  be  acquired  to 
discharge  smoke  and  steam  arising  from  hot  baths,  the  use  of  which 
would  obviously  be  of  equally  uncertain  duration,  and  arising 
directly  from  the  hand  of  man  {g),  [Perhaps  the  apparent 
inconsiBtency  may  be  explained  by  considering  that,  in  the  first 
instance,  the  tenement  from  which  the  water  is  discharged  is 
regarded  as  the  servient  one,  and  the  rule  prevents  the  adjoining 


(d)  Perpetamn  illLs  est  quodoumque 
OE  natnrali  caiisd  oritnr  etd  non  sit  as- 
ndnnm,  nt  ecoe,  aqna  pluvia  ex  natarali 
causa  oritnr,  etsi  non  assidu^  ploit; 
qiiod  enim  natoraliter  fit,  perpetunm 
videtor,  licet  non  fiat  assidu^,  ut  de- 
fectio  lunee.  Sed  et  qnod  ex  facto  nostro 
oritur,  perpetnum  habetor,  si  ejus  cansH 
pnediom  ant  pars  prsedil  parata  est,  nt 
nnni  immissio. — ^Vinnins,  ad  Inst.  lib. 
2,  tit.  3. 


(e)  Lib.  4,  f.  233. 

(/)  [See  below,  p.  20.] 

(g)  Nam  et  in  balineis  inqnit  rapori* 
bus,  cdm  Quintilla  cuniculnm  pergentem 
in  Ursi  Jolii  instmxisset,  placuit,  po- 
tuisae  tales  servitutes  imponi. — Dig.  8, 
6,  8,  §  7)  si  serv.  vind.  [The  observa- 
tion in  the  text  also  applies  to  a  right 
of  sewerage,  whioh,  according  to  the 
civil  law,  may  constituto  a  valid  servi- 
tude.— Dig.  8,  1,  7,  de  serv.] 
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Civil  law,  [owner  from  insisting  on  a  continuance  of  the  discharge ;  while  in 
the  second  instance  the  tenement  discharging  the  smoke  is  the 
dominant  one,  and  the  rule  does  not  apply.  If  the  owner  of  the 
tenement  receiving  the  smoke  were  (per  impossibile)  to  insist  on  its 
continuing  to  ascend  into  his  room,  the  rule  in  question  would 
become  applicable,  and  would  be  an  answer  to  his  claim. 
"  Cause  "  in  these  instances  seems  to  mean  origin  or  motive  power. 
And  now  the  rule,  so  far  as  it  extends  to  the  servient  tene- 
ment, has  been,  not  expressly  but  in  fact,  adopted  in  the  English 
courts,  and  is  illustrated  by  the  cases  of  Arkwright  v.  Gell  (A), 
Wood  V.  Waud  (t),  Greatrex  v.  Hay  ward  (A:),  Oaved  v.  Martyn  (/), 
MoHon  V.  Shrewsbury  and  Herefm^d  Rail,  Co,  {m),  Rameshur  Perahad 
Narain  Singh  v.  Koonj  Behari  Pattuk  («),  and  Burrows  v.  Lang  (o) 
— all  of  which  are  discussed  below  {p). 

**  The  right  to  artificial  watercourses,  as  against  the  party 
creating  them,  surely  must  depend  upon  the  character  of  the 
watercourse,  whether  it  be  of  a  permanent  or  temporary  nature, 
and  upon  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  created.  The 
enjoyment  for  twenty  years  of  a  stream  diverted  or  penned  up  by 
permanent  embankments,  clearly  stands  upon  a  different  footing 
from  the  enjoyment  of  a  flow  of  water  originating  in  the  mode  of 
occupation  or  alteration  of  a  person's  property,  and  presumably  of 
a  temporary  character  and  liable  to  variation. 

"  The  flow  of  water  for  twenty  years  from  the  eaves  of  a  house 
could  not  give  a  right  to  the  neighbour  to  insist  that  the  house 
should  not  be  pulled  down  or  altered  so  as  to  diminish  the 
quantity  of  water  flowing  from  the  roof.  The  flow  of  water  from 
a  drain  for  the  purposes  of  agricultural  improvements  for  twenty 
years  could  not  give  a  right  to  the  neighbour  so  as  to  preclude  the 
proprietor  from  altering  the  level  of  his  drains  for  the  greater 
improvement  of  the  land.  The  state  of  circumstances  in  such 
cases  shows  that  one  party  never  intended  to  give,  nor  the  other  to 
enjoy,  the  use  of  the  stream  as  a  matter  of  right "  {q). 

The  rule  in  Arkwright  v.  Gell  (h)  has  not  up  to  this  time  been 
applied  to  any  easement  other  than  the  right  to  receive  water ;  and 


(A)  (1839),  5  M.  &  W.  203  ;  62  R.  R.  (o)  [1901]  2  Ch.  502. 

671.  (p)  Tart  III.  Chap.  I.     Cf.  N.  S,  M. 

(i)  (1849),  3  Exch.  748 ;  77  R.  R.  809.  v.  Miott  (1860),  IJ.  &  H.  146 ;  10  H.  L. 

(*)  (1863),  8  Exch.  291  ;  91  R.  R.  493.  C.  333 ;  and  McEvoy  v.  Great  Northern 

{[)  (1865),  19  C.  B.,  N.  S.  732.  JiaiL  Co.,  [1900]  2  Ir.  R.  325. 

(w)  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  678.  {q)  Per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  3  Exch.,  p. 

(«)  (1878),  L.  R.  4  App.  Cas.  121.  777. 
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[the  instances  given  in  the  authorities  on  the  civil  law  all  concern 
the  same  easement.  But  it  is  conceivable  that  the  same  question 
might  be  raised  with  reference  to  other  claims  :  for  instance,  with 
reference  ti  a  right  of  way  over  a  structure  erected  for  temporary 
purposes.  And  it  is  conceived  that  the  rule,  which  rests  on  a 
reasonable  basis,  would  always  be  applied  in  a  proper  case. 

The  question  here  discussed  may  be  thought  to  have  a  bearing 
on  the  subject  of  support  to  buildings  by  building?,  which  will  be 
considered  later  (r). 

There  is  one  English  case  in  which  a  like  rule  seems  to  have  Haberiy  v. 
been  applied  to  the  dominant  tenement.  In  Maber/y  v.  Boitson  («), 
a  predecessor  in  title  of  the  plaintiff  had  erected  a  manufactory  or 
workshop  upon  pillars  fixed  into  stone  plinths,  which  stone  plinths 
rested  upon  brickwork  the  bottom  of  which  was  three  feet  below 
the  level  of  the  groimd.  A  window  in  this  workshop  had  remained 
unobstructed  for  more  than  twenty  years ;  and  the  plaintiff  daimed 
to  have  an  ancient  light  there.  The  Court  disallowed  the  olaim. 
"This  building  was  not  attached  to  the  freehold,  but  was  a  mere 
contrivance  for  temporary  purposes,  and  would  not  pass  with  the 
inheritance.  The  Court  do  not  decide  what  the  plaintiff's  right 
would  have  been  had  this  building  been  a  pcoi  of  the  freehold ;  but 
we  think,  considering  the  nature  of  the  building,  that  it  is  im- 
possible to  infer  the  consent  of  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the 
adjoining  land,  and  therefore  that  there  should  be  judgment  for 
the  defendant."] 


W  Ptot  in.  Chap.  IV.  Sect.  3.  (»)  (1827),  6  L.  J.,  K.  B.  261. 


22 


CHAPTER  in. 


SUBJECTS  OF   EASEMENTS. 


Variety  of  i 
easements. 


AfBrmatiye 
and  negati?e. 


The  number  or  modifications  of  rights  of  this  kind  may  be 
infinite  both  in  their  extent  and  mode  of  enjoyment,  as  the  con- 
venience of  man  in  using  his  property  requires  (a).  "  To  descend 
now,"  says  Lord  Stair,  "  to  the  kinds  of  servitudes,  there  may 
be  as  many  as  there  are  ways  whereby  the  liberty  of  a  house 
or  tenement  may  be  restrained  in  favour  of  another  tenement; 
for  liberty  and  servitude  are  contraries,  and  the  abatement  of 
the  one  is  the  being  or  enlarging  of  the  other." 

From  the  civil  law  may  be  taken  a  practically  useful  division 
of  easements  into  two  principal  classes,  which  may  be  termed 
afltonative  and  negative.  Those  coming  under  the  head  of  affir- 
mative easements  authorize  the  commission  of  acts  which,  in  their 
very  inception,  are  positively  injurious  to  another — as  a  right  of 
way  across  a  neighbour's  land,  or  a  right  to  discharge  water — 
every  exercise  of  which  rights  may  be  the  subject  of  an  action. 
Negative  eaaements  are  injuries  consequentially  only — ^restricting 
the  owner  of  the  soil  in  the  exercise  of  the  natural  rights  of  pro- 
perty— ^as  where  he  is  prevented  building  on  his  own  land  to  the 
obstruction  of  lights.      With  respect  to  this  latter  class,  it  is 


(a)  Nollmn  est  dubinm  quia  plures 
esse  poBsint  hujus  generis  servitates, 
pro  diversd  ratione  aedificandi  et  habi- 
tantiuDi  necessitate. — Heineccius,  El. 
J.  C,  Lib.  8,  §  148. 

[But  **it  must  not  be  supposed  that 
incidents  of  a  novel  kind  can  be  devised 
and  attached  to  property  at  the  fancy 
or  caprice  of  any  owner'*;  per  Lord 
Brougham  in  Keppell  y.  Bailey  (1834), 
2  M.  &  K.  at  p.  636  ;  39  R.  R.  264.  Of. 
iritfv.2Vfip«r(1863),2H.&C.il21.  There 
can  be  no  snch  thing  as  a  jus  spatiandi. 
See  per  Farwell,  J.,  International  Tea 
Stores  Co.  y.  SobbSy  [1903]  2  Ch.  165,  at 
p.  172;  AtU'Gen,  y.  Antrobua,  [1905] 
2  Gh.  188,  at  p.  198.    ^  to  a  tunnel, 


see  Metropolitan  Rail.  Co.  y.  Fatcler, 
[1893]  A.  C.  416  ;  In  re  Pearson's  Will 
(1900),  83  L.  T.  626.  In  the  former 
case,  it  was  held  that  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  plaintiff  company*  s 
special  Act,  a  tunnel  constructed  under 
a  highway  for  the  purpose  of  their  rail- 
way was  a  **  hereditament'*  within  the 
meaning  of  38  Geo.  III.  c.  5,  s.  4,  and 
not  a  bare  easement.  In  the  latter  case, 
it  was  held  that  a  sale  to  a  railway  com- 
pany of  the  right  to  construct,  maintain, 
and  use  tunnels  in  the  subsoil  of  certain 
settled  land  was  a  sale  of  the  subsoil, 
and  not  the  sale  of  an  easement  under 
sect.  3  of  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882.] 
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evident  that  no  cause  of  action  can  arise  from  their  exercise; 
they  can  be  opposed  only  by  an  obstruction  to  their  enjoyment. 

The  English  law  furnishes  the  following  amongst  other  in-  AiBzmatiye. 
stances  of  affirmatiye  easements : — 

Eights  of  way. 

[Right  to  make  surface  uneven  by  working  mines  in  such 

manner  as  to  let  it  down  (b). 
Bight  to  go  on  soil  of  another  to  dear  a  mill  stream  and 

repair    its    banks  (c),    or    to    open    locks    in    time    of 

flood  (d). 
Eight  to  go  on  a  neighbour's  dose,  and  draw  water  from  a 

spring  there  (e). 
Eight  to  conduct  water  across  a  neighbour's  land  by  an 

artificial  watercourse,  and  to  go  upon  that  land  for  the 

purpose  of  turning  the  water  into  the  same  (/). 
Eight  to  use  or  to  affect  water  of  natural  stream  in  any 

manner  not  justified  by  natural  right. 
Eight  to  discharge  water  or  other  matter  on  to  a  neighbour's 

land. 
Eight  to  make  spoil  banks  upon  surface  in  course  of  working 

minerals  (g). 
Eight  to  use  close  for  purpose  of  mixing  muck  and  preparing 

manure  there  for  an  adjoining  farm  (A). 
Eight  to  discharge  rain-water   by  a   spout    or    projecting 

eaves  (e).] 
Eight  to  support  from  a  neighbouring  wall. 
[Eight  to  drive  a  pile  into  the  bed  of  a  river  for  the  more 

convenient  use  and  enjoyment  of  a  wharf  (k). 


[b)  In  Bowbotham  v.  WiUon  (1860), 
S  H.  L.  C.  362,  it  is  laid  down  that  such 
an  easement  may  be  granted  to  the 
owner  of  a  stratum  of  minerals.  It 
shoald  seem  that  it  might  also  be 
granted  to  the  owner  of  a  right  to  take 
minerals  in  alieno  solo ;  see  ante,  p.  12 
(Dote  {x))j  as  to  the  distinction. 

(e)  liord  GampbeU  in  Beeston  y.  Weate 
(1856),  5  E.  &  B.  996 ;  Peter  v.  Daniel 
(1848),  6  C.  B.  568  ;  Roberta  v.  FeUowes 
(1906),  94  L.  T.  279. 

(d)  Simpwn  v.  Oodmanehester  Corpora' 
tm,  [1897]  A.  C.  696. 

(e)  See  iaee  ▼.  Ward  (1855),  4  E.  & 


B.  702. 

(/)  Beeston  v.  TFeate  (1856),  5  E.  & 
B.  986. 

(^)  Rogers  V.  Tat/lor  (1867),  1  H.  & 
N.  706:  Earl  of  Cardigan  v.  Armitage 
(1823),  2  B.  &  C.  197  ;  26  R.  R.  313. 

{h)  See  Fife  v.  Mumford  (1848),  11 
Q.  B.  666 ;  75  R.  R.  582,  where  the 
pleader  claimed  the  right  as  a  profit  \ 
prendre. 

{%)  [Harvey  t.  Walten  (1873),  L.  R. 
8  C.  P.  162.] 

ik)  Laneatter  v.  Eve  (1859),  6  0.  B., 
N.  S.  717. 
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EASEMENTS  GENERALLY. 

[Eight  to  a  fender  in  a  mill  stream  to  prevent  a  waste  of 
water  (/). 

Bight  to  have  a  name  plate,  on  a  door  (m). 

Bight  to  have  a  sign  post  on  a  oommon  before  a  public- 
house  (n). 

Bight  to  affix  a  sign  board  to  the  wall  of  a  neighbouring 
house  (o). 

Bight  to  nail  fruit  trees  to  a  wall  (p). 

Bight  to  plaoe  stones,  rocks  or  piles  on  neighbour's  land  to 
protect  and  secure  buildings  from  encroachment  by  the 
sea  (q). 

Bight  to  use  a  fascia  embedded  in  a  neighbouring  wall  (r).] 

Bight  to  cany  on  an  offensive  trade. 

Bight  to  hang  clothes  on  lines  passing  over  the  neighbouring 
soil  («). 

Bight  to  bury  in  a  particular  vault  {t). 

[Bight  to  pew  in  a  church  (t/).] 

The  principal  negative  easements  are : — 

Bight  to  receive  light  and  air  by  windows. 

Bight  to  support  of  neighbouring  soil  [for  buildings  (r). 

Bight  to  receive  a  flow  of  water  in  an  artificial  stream  (;r).] 


(/)  JFood  V.  ffewett  (1846),  8  Q.  B. 
913  ;  70  R.  B.  689. 

(m)  laney.  Dixon  (1847),  3C.B.776; 
71K.  R.  484. 

(«)  Hoare  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of 
WorkM  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  296. 

(o)  Moody  Y.  Steggles  fl879),  L.  R. 
12  Gh.  I).  261.  [In  an  American  case 
{Richardson  v.  Fond^  15  Gray  (Mass.), 
387),  the  Court  recognized  a  right  to 
deposit  merchandise  in  a  passage-way 
and  hoist  it  from  thence  into  a  window, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  swing  shutters 
oyer  the  passage-way.] 

(p)  Eawkins  v.  Wallit  (1763),  2  Wils. 
173. 

(q)  Philpot  V.  Bath  (1906),  21  T.  L.  R. 
684;  W.N.  114. 

(r)  See  Francis  v.  Hayward  (1882), 
L.  R.  20  Ch.  D.  773 ;  22  Oh.  Div.  177. 
The  fa.Hcia  was  held  to  be  part  of  iho 
plaintiff's  premises  ;  but,  if  it  had  been 
necessary,  the  judges  were  prepared  to 
recognize  an  easement  to  use  it.  Cf . 
Reilly  y.  Booth  (1890),  L.  R.  44  Gh. 
D.  12. 


B.  &  Ad.  735.  [A  claim  to  haye  trees 
oyerhanging  a  neighbour*8  land  was 
negatived:  Lemmon  y.  Wehh,  [1894] 
A.  a  1.] 

(0  Bryan  v.  Whistler  (1828),  8  B.  & 
G.  288;  S.  C,  2  Man.  &  Ry.  318;  32 
R.  R.  389.  {^Moreland  y.  Richardson 
(1856),  22  Beav.  696.] 

(n)  See  Best  on  Presumptions,  p. 
Ill;  Launey  v.  Dee  (1621).  Cro.  Jac. 
605;  Hinde  v.  Charlton  (1866),  L.  R. 
2  C.  P.  104;  Brumfitt  v.  Roberts  (1870). 
L.  R.  6  C.  P.  224 ;  Greenway  y.  Hoekin 
(1870),  L.  R.  6  G.  P.  235 ;  Crwp  y. 
Martin  (1876),  L.  R.  2P.D.  15;  Fhilipps 
Y.HaUiday,  [1891]  A.  G.  228  ;  Stitemann- 
Gibbard  v.  Wilkinson,  [1897]  1  Q.  B. 
749. 

(f)  The  learned  author  stated,  in  the 
2nd  edit,  of  this  work,  that  the  right  to 
the  support  of  the  neighbouring  soil  for 
land  not  encumbered  by  buildings,  is 
not  an  ea.semout ;  and  the  subsequent 
decisions  show  that  his  yiew  was  well 
founded,  and  that  such  a  right  is  an 
ordinary  right  of    property :    see    the 


(s)  See  Dretcell  y.    Totcler  (1832),    3  {x)  See  next  page. 
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Easements  may  also  be  divided  into  continuous  and  discon-  Continuous 
tinuoufi,  and  into  apparent  and  non-apparent.  SiuouBr^' 

"  Continuous  serritudes  are  those  of  which  the  enjoyment  is  or 
may  be  continual,  without  the  necessity  of  any  actual  interference 
by  man,  as  a  waterspout,  or  right  to  light  and  air. 

"Discontinuous  servitudes  are  those  the  enjoyment  of  which  can 
only  be  had  by  the  interference  of  man,  as  rights  of  way,  or  a  right 
to  draw  water"  (y). 

"Apparent  servitudes  are  those  the  existence  of  which  is  shown  Apparent  and 
by  external  works  (ouvrages  ext^rieurs),  as  a  door,  a  window,  a  ^^o^-apparen*- 
watercourse. 

"  Non-apparent  servitudes  are  those  which  have  no  external  sign 
of  their  existence ;  as  the  prohibition  to  build  on  particular  land, 
or  to  build  above  a  certain  height "  (2). 

This  illustration  of  a  "  door  "  seems  inexact.  By  "  signe  appa- 
rent "  appears  to  be  meant  not  merely  some  visible  indication  of 
the  intention  to  use  an  easement,  but  some  permanent  change  of 
one  or  other  of  the  tenements,  indicating  that  one  is  subjected 
necessarily  to  the  convenience  of  the  other.  A  "  door,"  considered 
as  an  opening  for  the  use  of  a  right  of  way,  would  not  satisfy  this 
condition  (a). 

"  There  are,"  says  Merlin,  "  some  servitudes,  which  are  called 
non-apparent  (cach^es),  which  manifest  themselves  by  an  exterior 
sign ;  as,  for  example,  where  I  have  a  right  of  way  in  the  court  or 
garden  of  my  neighbour,  and  I  have  a  door  which  announces  this 
right  of  way"  (i). 
The  leading  division  of  praedial  servitudes  in  the  civil  law,  but  Urban  and 


eases  cited  Part  III.  Chap.  IV.  Sect.  1. 
The  present  work  treats  as  weU  of  saoh 
natural  right  as  of  that  which  is  ac- 
quired by  g^rant  or  user,  but  the  pa^sa^e 
in  the  text  applies  of  course  to  the 
latter  only. 

It  has  been  lately  doubted  whether 
the  right  to  support  for  buildingB  may 
not  be  after  all  an  affirmative  ease- 
ment: see  DaUon  ▼.  Angtu,  quoted  in 
the  section  abore  referred  to. 

(jr)  Ramfhur  Perfhad  Karain  Singh  v. 
Eoofy  BehaH  Fatiuk  (1878),  4  A.  C.  121, 
126;  Kennit  ▼.  Oreat  Eastern  Rail,  Co. 
(1884),  27  C.  D.  122,  per  Cotton,  L.  J., 
134 ;  Bailu  #  Co.  v.  Clark,  Son  &  Mor- 
land.  [1902]  1  Ch.  649. 

The  right  to  receive  a  flow  of  water 


of  a  natural  stream  was  formerly  in- 
cluded in  this  class,  but  the  cases  cited 
post,  Tart  III.  Chap.  I.,  decide  that  it 
IS  an  ordinary  right  of  property,  and 
not  an  easement. 

(y)  Code  Civil,  art.  688. 

(z)  Code  Civil,  art.  689.  [These  dis- 
tinctions were  first  found  in  the  Code 
Civil :  per  Lord  Blackburn,  L.  R.  6 
App.  Cas.  at  p.  821.] 

(ff)  [See  below,  page  137,  fP.] 

(b)  Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  tit. 
Servitude,  p.  50.  The  case  above  sug- 
gested by  Merlin  is  precisely  that  of 
Fhet/sey  v.  Vican/  (1847),  16  M.  &  W. 
484  ;  73  R.  R.  6^<3,  8ub«tituting  for  a 
"  door  "  a  visible  hard  carriage  drive. 
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to^^&T^t  ^^^^  appears  to  afford  no  praotioally  useful  distinotion  in  the 

— ; ] —  English  law,  is  into  urban  and  rustic  servitudes — ^the  former  in- 

tudes.  "  eluding  all  servitudes  relating  to  buildings  wherever  situated ;  the 
latter,  all  those  relating  to  land  uncovered  by  buildings,  whether 
situated  in  town  or  country. 

The  rustic  servitudes  comprised  rights  of  way  and  watercourses 
and  rights  to  drive  cattle  to  water  {c) ;  the  urban  servitudes  com- 
prehended all  those  which  belonged  to  a  building,  as  eaves-droppings, 
support  of  beams,  rights  to  light  (d). 


(e)  Forr6  autem  ud  prsedia  vel  rastica 
Buut  vel  urbana,  ita  quoque  et  servi- 
tutes  quae  lis  inhaerent,  vel  rustioae  Bunt, 
vel  urban ae.  Prsedia  rustica  sunt,  loca 
eedificiis  vaoua,  in  urbe  area,  run  ager ; 
non  enim  loco,  Bed  materie  et  geuere, 
diBtinguuntur. — Vinnius,  ad  Inst.  lib.  2, 
tit.  3. 

Kusticorum  prsBdiorum  jura  sTixit 
hfec;  iter,  actus,  via,  aqme  ductuB. — 
Inst.  2,  3,  prsef. 

Inter  ruBticorum  preediorum  servi- 
tutes  quidam  computari  rect6  putant, 
aquse  haustiim,  pecoris  ad  aquam  ad- 
pulfium,  jus  pascendi,  calcis  coquendee, 
arense  fodiendae. — Ibid.  §  2. 

{d)  Prasdiorum  urbanorum  servitutes 
sunt  bee,  qusa  eediflciis  inhaerent;  ideo 
urbanorum  preediorum  dictae  quoniam 


aedificia  omnia  urbana  praedia  appel- 
lamuB,  etsi  in  villd  (in  the  country, 
Dig.  50,  15,  211)  aedifioata  sint.  Item 
urbanorum  praediorum  servitutes  sunt, 
ut  vicinuB  onera  vicini  suatineat,  ut  iu 
parietem  ejus  liceat  vicino  tignum  im- 
mittere,  ut  Btillicidium  vel  flumen  re- 
oipiat  quis  in  eedes  suae,  vel  in  aream, 
vel  in  cloacam,  ne  altius  quis  tollat  aedes 
Buas,  ne  luminibus  vicini  officiat. — Ibid. 

£t  denique  projiciendi,  proteger- 
dique. — Dig.  8,  2,  2,  de  serv.  praed.  urb. 

Jus  cloacaB  mittendaa  servituB  est. — 
Dig.  8,  1,  7,  de  serv. 

Est  et  haeo  servitus  ne  prospectui 
officiatur. — Dig.  8,  2,  3,  de  serv.  prsed. 
urb. 
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OP  THE  ACQUISITION  OP  EASEMENTS. 


INTEODXJCTION. 

The  origin  of  some  easements  is  as  ancient  as  that  of  property.  Origin  of 
One  tenement  may  be  subjected  to  the  convenience  of  another  by 
the  hand  of  nature  itself ;  the  inferior  elevation  of  one  in  relation 
to  the  other  may  subject  it  to  the  fall  of  water  from  the  higher 
ground.  A  similar  disposition  may  be  produced  by  the  act  of 
man  permanently  changing  their  previous  relation,  and  thus 
affixing  to  them  qualities  with  which  they  were  not  originally  in- 
vested ;  as  when,  by  the  erection  of  buildings,  water  is  discharged 
upon  the  neighbouring  land,  or  light  and  air  are  received  through 
a  window.  Other  easements  [involve]  no  apparent  change  in  the 
condition  of  the  two  tenements,  but  exist  only  by  a  repetition  of 
the  acts  of  man,  as  rights  of  way. 

"  The  origin  of  servitudes,"  says  an  eminent  French  writer,  "  is 
as  ancient  as  that  of  property,  of  which  they  are  a  modification. 
By  their  natural  disposition  the  inferior  lands  were  placed  in  a 
species  of  dependence  on  those  more  elevated,  and  the  first 
possessors  of  the  soil  recognized  the  indispensable  necessity  of  such 
subjections.  When  the  extension  of  cultivation  brought  men 
nearer  together,  and  the  want  of  a  common  defence  formed  the 
first  society,  public  utility  and  safety  led  to  the  conviction,  that  it 
was  necessary  to  restrict  in  certain  cases  rights  legitimate  in  them- 
selves, but  the  absolute  exercise  of  which  by  individuals  could  not 
take  place,  without  rendering  some  properties  almost  valueless.  In 
a  short  time  similar  rights  were  stipulated  for  by  private  persons, 
as  matter  of  utility,  or  even  pleasure.  Thus,  from  the  disposition 
of  nature,  the  wants  of  society,  and  the  agreements  of  individuals, 
have  originated  prsedial  servitudes  "  (a). 

(a)  Parde68ii8,  Traits  doB  Servitudes,  S.  1. 


28 


ACQUISITION  OF  EASEMENTS. 


Civil  law. 


Law  of 
Englacd. 


By  the  civil  law,  the  origin  of  servitudes  was  referred  to  "  lex, 
natura  loci,  vetustas  "  (6). 

By  the  law  of  England,  the  origin  of  rights  of  this  kind  [other 
than  the  *  natural"  or  common  law  rights  ahove  described],  is 
referred  either  to  an  express  contract  between  the  parties,  or  to  a 
similar  contract  implied  from  the  peculiar  relation  of  the  parties  nt 
the  time  they  became  possessed  of  their  respective  tenements,  or 
from  the  long  continued  exercise  of  the  right  (c). 

The  cases  of  express  agreement  are  of  comparatively  raro 
occurrence,  and  present,  for  the  most  part,  but  little  difficulty,  as 
far,  at  least,  as  concerns  the  mere  extent  of  the  right  so  conferred. 
By  far  the  greater  proportion  of  easements  rest  on  implied  agree- 
ments, the  terms  and  conditions  of  which  can  be  collected  only 
from  iho  actual  amount  of  cnjojment  proved  to  have  been  had. 


{b)  In  sumTra  tiia  sunt  per  qusB  infe- 
rior I0CU8  Bupeiiori  pervit.  Lex,  natura 
loci,  vetustas,  qupe  semper  pro  legehab- 
etur ;  minueiidaruni  scilicet  litiuui  causa. 
— Dig.  39,  3,  2,  de  aq.  et  aq.  pi.  arc.  ; 
Cod.  7,  22,  2,  de  longi  temporis. 

{f)  [See  the  judgment  of  Littledalc, 
J.,  in  Moore  v.  Jiawaon  (1824),  3  B.  &  C. 
339  ;  27  R.  R.  375  ;  and  Jn/vs  v.  Daftm 
(1877),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  I),  at  p.  93,  per 
Lush,  J.  And  so  Bracton  ^avs  (lib.  4, 
cap.  37),  "  Item  pertinere  poterutlt  (ser- 


vitutes)  sine  constitutione  per  longum 
uRum  continuum  et  f  acificum.  et  n*  n 
intemiptum  per  aliquod  imi)edimentnni 
contrarium,  ex  patientia  inter  piiv- 
sentes,  qufe  trahitur  ad  consensum." 

But  it  is  now  generaUy  thought  thit, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  continuous  pos- 
hession  alone  should,  in  English  an  m 
Roman  law,  be  held  to  constituto  :i 
valid  title,  without  resort  being  had  to 
the  fiction  of  an  agreement.] 
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CHAPTER  I. 

OP  THE  ACQUISITION   OP   EASEMENTS   BY  EXPRESS  AGREEMENT. 

Sect.  1. — From  whom  they  may  be  acquired. 

[A  LIMITED  owner  has  no   power  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Lands Clanaes 
Consolidation  Act,  1845  (a),  to  grant  an  easement;  nor  could  a  Act*^845^°^ 
railway  company  or  other  pubUc  body,  having  simply  the  powers 
of  that  Act,  purchase  an  easement  at  all  (6).     But  special  powers  to 
acquii-e  easements  are  now  frequently  given  to  railway  companies. 

Sect.  3  of  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882  (<?),  empowers  a  tenant  for  Settled  Land 
life  to  "  let  the  settled  land,  or  any  easement,  right  or  privilege  of  °'' 
any  kind  over  or  in  relation  to  the  same"  {d) ;  and  under  sect.  6  of 
the  same  Act  a  tenant  for  life  may  grant  a  lease  of  "  any  easement, 
right  or  privilege  of  any  kind  over  or  in  relation  to"  the  settled 
land.  Under  this  section  it  has  been  held  {e)  that  a  tenant  for  life, 
under  a  settlement  of  the  surface  of  lands,  may  grant  a  lease  of  a 
right  to  let  down  the  surface  of  the  land,  although,  under  the 
settlement,  he  had  no  power  to  work  the  ininerals  so  as  to  let  down 
the  surface ;  and  in  the  same  case  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that 
cect.  7  (3)  of  the  Act  (which  provides  that  every  lease  shall  contain 
a  condition  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  rent)  cannot  be  complied 
with  in  the  case  of  a  lease  of  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  does  not 
prevent  a  tenant  for  life  from  granting  such  a  lease. 

By  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1890  (/),  any  easement,  right  or  Settled  Land 
privilege  of  any  kind  may,  on  an  exchange  or  partition  {g)  of       ' 
settled  land. be  reserved  or  granted,  or  other  land  or  an  easement, 
right  or  privilege  of  any  kind  may  be  given  or  taken  in  exchange 


(a)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18.  [d)  As  to  the  limits  of  this  power,  see 

,,.   r       T>            '     T? -y^ -„^--/;^..  Sutherland  v.  Sutherland.   [18931  3  Ch. 

{h)InreBarrow-xn^FHme*n^^^^^  169 ;  Re  PearsonU  Will  (1900),  83  L.  T. 

;^  ^T'r^*          I  i  ^     ^       f  K*  626     Pease V,  Courtney,  [1904]  2  Ch.  603. 

339.    As  to  the  grant  of  an  ea^ment  hy  ^                    ^>  I    jj^^^^^         j^' 

a  railway  company,  see  Re  Qonty  and  r{^Q^-y  i  Ch  460 

MattehetierfSheJield  and  Lincolnshire  Rail .  ^  / /-r  aq  jp,  e^  "it;«*   «   cq   -   /: 

Cb.,  [1896J  2  ^^.  JJ.  439.  ^j  g^^  g^^^^  j^^  ^^^^  jgQ2^  ^   3 

(c)  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  38.  (iu.)  (iv.),  17. 
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[or  on  partition  for  land  or  for  any  other  easement,  right  or  privilege 
of  any  kind ;  and  this  provision  authorizes  an  exchange  of  ease- 
ments, apart  from  any  exchange  or  partition  of  land  (A). 


Bietinciion 
between  law 
and  ociuity. 


Express  con- 
cession of 
easement  can 
be  hj  deed 
only. 


Coparceners. 


Sect.  2. — Nature  of  the  Instilment, 
(a.)   Common  Lair. 

Law  and  equity  are  now  administered  concurrently  in  all  the 
courts  (t).  But  the  distinction  hetween  legal  and  equitable  rights 
is  still  material  in  certain  cases,  as  in  the  case  of  a  volimtary  grant 
or  agreement  for  a  grant,  or  where  a  purchase  for  value  without 
notice  is  pleaded  ;  and  it  is  convenient  to  treat  them  separately.] 

Whatever  doubts  may  formerly  have  existed  as  to  the  creation  of 
easements  by  express  agreement,  it  seems  to  be  now  fully  settled 
that,  like  all  other  incorporeal  hereditaments,  [at  common  law,] 
they  can  be  created,  [so  as  to  be  legally  appurtenant  to  property,] 
only  by  an  instrument  under  seal  {k). 

"  And  here,"  says  Lord  Coke  (/),  "is  implied  a  division  of  fee 
or  inheritance  ;  viz.,  into  corporeal,  as  lands  and  tenements,  which 
lie  in  livery  (w?),  comprehended  in  this  word  feofEment,  and  may 
pass  by  livery,  by  deed,  or  without  deed ;  and  incorporeal,  which 
lie  in  grant,  which  cannot  pass  by  livery,  but  by  deed,  as  ad- 
vowsons,  commons,  &c. ;  .  .  .  .  and  the  deed  of  incorporeate 
inheritances  doth  equal  the  livery  of  corporeate.  .  .  .  Gfrant, 
concession  is  properly  of  things  incorporeate,  which,  as  hath  been 
said,  cannot  pass  without  deed  "  (w). 

The  only  exception  to  the  general  rule  appears  to  be  in  the  case 
of  coparceners  ;  for,  as  "land  or  other  things  that  lie  in  livery  may 
pa-ss  between  them  without  deed,  so  also  may  incorporeal  heredita- 
ments which  lie  in  grant  "  (o). 


(A)  He  Bracken's  Settlement^  [1903]  1 
Gh.  265. 

(t)  Jnd.  Act.  1873,  ss.  24,  25. 

(k)  [Or  by  will:  Pearson  v.  Spencer 
(1863),  3  B.  &  S.  761.  Under  the  Land- 
lord  and  Tenant  Law  Amendment  Act 
(Ireland),  1860  (23  &  24  Vict.  c.  154),  a 
letting  of  an  easement  or  other  incor- 
poreal  hereditament  can  be  effected 
without  seal  in  Ireland.  See  RadcUJfc 
V.  Haye»,  [1907]  1  Ir.  R.  101.  And  in 
Scotland  also  an  easement  can  be  created 


by  an  instmment  not  under  seal :  North 
Britiith  Hail.  Co.  v.  Park  Yard  Co.  Lid., 
[1898]  A. 0.  643.] 

il)  Co.  Litt.  9  a. 

(m)  [Corporeal  hereditaments  now  lie 
in  grant  also ;  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  1U6.] 

(«)  Hex  V.  Inhabitants  of  JIumdon' 
on-the-Hill  (1816),  4  M.  &  S.  562;  and 
Hetclins  v.  Shippam  and  Cocker  v.  Cotcper, 
below. 

(o)  Johnson  v.  ITillson  (1741),  "Willes, 
263  ;  Co.  Litt.  169  ;  21  Edw.  3,  2. 
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Nevertheless,  questions  of  considerable  difficulty  and  nicety  have  Effect  of  a 
been  raised  as  to  the  effect  of  a  licence ;  and  it  has  been  contended, 
*•  that  a  beneficial  privilege  in  land  may  be  granted  without  deed, 
and,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  without  writing  "  {p). 

Upon  a  review  of  the  authorities,  however,  it  would  appear  that  Licence  may 
this  position  cannot  be  considered  as  law ;  and  that  the  utmost  ^tinction  of 
effect  [in  this  respect]  of  a  licence  is,  that  it  may  work  the  ex-  an  easement, 
tinguishment  of  an  existing  easement, — as  where  permission  is 
given  to  a  man  to  erect  something  on  his  own  land  which  is  in- 
compatible with  the  continuance  of  some  easement  over  it,  to 
which  the  licensor  was  entitled. 

p[t  should  be  remembered,  in  considering  the  cases  on  the  point,  Mere  parol 
that  a  mere  parol  licence,  not  coupled  with  a  grant,  is  at  law  J^^yg 
revocable  at  any  time  by  the  licensor.     But  the  licensee  is  not  a 
trespasser  until  the  licence  is  revoked ;  and  he  has  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  withdrawal  of  the  licence,  to  go  off  the  land  and  to 
remove  goods  which  he  has  been  licensed  to  place  there  {q)."] 

In  Winter  v.  Brocktcell  [r),  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  Winter  y. 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  easement  of  a  passage  for  light  and  air  ^'*^*'^^^'- 
to  his  dwelling-house,  through  an  ancient  window,  over  an  open 
space  of  land  of  the  defendant,  and  that,  by  means  of  such  open 
space,  noisome  smells  from  the  defendant's  house  evaporated, 
without  occasioning  any  nuisance  to  the  occupier  of  the  plaintiff's 
house,  and  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  erected  a  skylight  above 
the  plaintiff's  ancient  window,  and  covering  the  open  space  above 
mentioned,  by  means  of  which  "  the  light  and  air  were  prevented 
entering  the  plaintiff's  window  and  into  his  house,  and  noisome 
smells,  arising  from  the  adjoining  house,  were  prevented  from 
evaporating,  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house."  The 
defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  open  space  "  which  belonged 
to  the  defendant's  house  had  been  inclosed  and  covered  by  a 
skylight  in  the  manner  stated,  tcifh  the  express  consent  and  appro- 
bation of  the  plaintiff,  obtained  before  the  inclosure  was  made,  who 
also  gave  leave  to  have  part  of  the  framework  nailed  against  his 
wall ;   some  time  after  it  was  finished,  the  plaintiff  objected  to 


{p)  Tayler  v.  Watert  (1817),  7  Taunt.  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  400  ;   WiUon  v.  TavencTf 

3S4  ;  18  R.  R.  499,  post,  p.  35.  [1901]  1  Ch.  578. 

{q)  Cornish  v.   Stubbs   (1870),   L.    R.  (r)  (1807),  8  Eaat,  308 ;  9  R.  R.  454. 
6  C.  P.  334;  Melior  v.  Watkins  (1874), 
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Winters,     it,  and  gave  notice  to  have  it  removed;  but  Lord  Ellenborough 

1-  was  of  opinion,  that  the  licence  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  erect  the 

skylight,  having  been  acted  upon  by  the  defendant  and  the 
expense  incurred,  could  not  be  recalled,  and  the  defendant  made 
a  wrongdoer,  at  least  not  without  putting  him  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  before,  by  offering  to  pay  all  the  expenses  which  had  been 
incurred  in  consequence  of  it.  And,  under  this  direction,  the 
defendant  obtained  a  verdict." 

On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  in  support  of  which  no  argument 
appears  to  have  been  advanced,  his  Lordship  said,  "That  the 
point  was  new  to  him  when  it  occurred  at  the  trial,  but  he  then 
thought  it  very  unreasonable  that,  after  a  party  had  been  led  to 
incur  expense  in  consequence  of  having  a  licence  from  another  to 
do  an  act,  and  the  licence  had  been  acted  upon,  that  the  other 
should  be  permitted  to  recall  his  licence  and  treat  the  first  as  a 
trespasser  for  having  done  that  very  act.  That  he  had  afterwards 
looked  into  the  books  upon  this  point,  and  found  himself  justified 
by  the  case  of  Webb  v.  Paternoster  (s),  where  Ilaughton,  J.,  lays 
down  this  rule,  that  a  licence  executed  is  not  countermandable, 
but  only  where  it  is  executory.  And  here  the  Ucence  was 
executed." 

It  is  to  be  observed,  in  this  case,  that  the  action  was  brought 
for  the  consequential  injury  only,  and  not  for  the  trespass  com- 
mitted on  the  plaintiff's  land  by  affixing  the  iron  work  to  his  wall, 
as  to  which  no  point  appears  to  have  been  made.  The  question 
arising  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  to  this  being  an  interest  in 
land,  was,  we  are  told  in  a  note,  "stated  and  overruled."  The 
most  important  observation  which  suggests  itself  is  on  the  state- 
ment of  the  injury  in  the  declaration.  The  complaint  appears  to 
have  been  twofold:  that  is  to  say,  the  plaintiff  complained  that 
his  easement — his  passage  of  light  and  air  to  his  ancient  window — 
was  obstructed,  and  also  that  he  had  been  deprived  of  a  distinct 
right,  which  every  owner  of  property  possesses  without  any  pre- 
scription, and  which  can  only  be  infringed  upon  by.  the  acquisition 
of  an  easement  on  the  part  of  his  neighbour;  viz.,  a  right  to 
enjoy  his  property  without  being  subject  to  any  private  nuisances, 
such  as  the  noisome  smells  mentioned  in  this  case.  From  the 
loose  manner  in  which  the  case  is  reported,  it  is  not  easy  to  say 


(*)  (1620),  Palmer,  71 ;  2  Roll.  Rep.  152 ;  Poph.  161. 
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whether  the  smellB  proceeded  from  the  defendant's  house  or  from  ^^]; 
the  house  of  a  third  party;  in  Hewlim  v.  Shippam  (/),  the  latter  — — 
was  oonsidered  to  have  been  the  ease.  Nor  does  it  appear  from 
the  statement  of  faots  in  the  report  whether  any  such  smells  had 
aotoally  been  caused  by  the  defendant,  or  whether,  supposing  any 
such  smells  to  have  been  produced,  evidence  of  a  prescriptive 
right  to  make  such  a  nuisance  was  adduced  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  the  only  injury  aUuded  to  in  the  judgment  being  the 
obstruction  to  the  light  and  air.  This  case  appears  to  have 
undergone  very  little  consideration  (w). 

Rntiman  v.  Smith  (x)  was  an  action  brought  for  diverting  a  Fentimanj. 
watercourse  from  the  plaintiff's  mill.  The  declaration  stated  ^'"*'** 
the  plaintiff's  possession  of  a  mill,  and  that  by  reason  thereof  he 
was  entitled  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  water  of  a  rivulet, 
which,  until  the  interruption  complained  of,  flowed  through  a 
tunnel  into  another  stream,  whereon  the  plaintiff's  mill  was 
built ;  but  that  defendant  cut  a  channel,  and  thereby  diverted  the 
water  from  running  into  the  said  tunnel,  and  so  to  the  mill. 

At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  tunnel  was  made  in  the  de- 
fendant's land,  and  fixed  into  the  ground  with  stone- work ;  that 
the  defendant  agreed  for  a  guinea  to  let  the  plaintiff  lay  the 
tunnel,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  water  to  the  mill ;  that 
defendant  even  assisted  at  the  making  of  the  tunnel,  under  the 
plaintiff's  directions ;  but  no  conveyance  was  made  of  the  land  to 
the  plaintiff;  the  guinea  was  afterwards  tendered  to  the  defen- 
dant, but  he  refused  to  receive  it  or  to  give  his  assent  to  the 
continuance  of  the  tunnel,  and  made  the  obstruction  complained 
of.  A  verdict  having  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit,  in  opposition  to  a  rule  obtained  for  this  pur- 
pose, it  was  contended,  ''that  it  was  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff, 
against  a  wrongdoer,  to  declare  upon  his  possession  of  the  mill 
with  the  appurtenants ; "  but  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  "  Such  an 
allegation  could  not  be  sustained  without  showing  that  the  appur^ 
tenants  were  kgally  such.  Now  here  the  title  to  have  the  water 
floficing  in  the  tunnel  over  the  dcfendanfs  land  could  not  pass^  by 


(Q  Post,  p.  36.  creating   an  easement.      In    Davies   y. 

(u)  [It   is,  however,    recognized    as  Marshall   (1861),  10  C.  6.,  N.  S.  711, 

law  byXindal,  0.  J.,  in  Liggins  y.  Inge,  Williams,  J.,  said  that  Winter  y.  Broek' 

dted  post,  in  this  chapter ;  and  (as  was  well  and  Liggins  y.  Inge  have  not  been 

pointed  out  by  Alderson,  B.,  in  ITood  y.  in  the  least  ^aken  by  subsequent'cases.] 
LeadbUter)  was  decided  on  pounds  in-  {x)  (1803},  4  East,  107 ;  7  B.  R.  533. 

applicable  to  cases  as  to  ue  mode  of 

G.  3 
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Fmtiman  y.   parol  licence  without  deed^  and  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  entitled 

'- —  to  it,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  by  reason  of  his  possession  of  the 

mill ;  but  he  had  it  by  the  licence  of  the  defendant,  or  by  contract 
with  him :  and  if  by  licence  it  was  rcTocable  at  any  time.  The 
enjoyment,  with  the  defendant's  assent,  was  not  left  as  evidence  to 
the  jury  to  presume  a  grant,  hut  it  was  supposed  that  it  gave  a  title 
in  point  of  laWy  tckich  it  clearly  did  not.^^ 

This  case  is  not  only  clear  and  positive  in  its  language,  but  it 
derives  additional  importance  as  showing  the  construction  that 
ought  to  be  put  upon  any  ambiguity  of  language  occurring  in  a 
subsequent  decision  of  the  same  learned  Judge  in  Winter  v. 
Brockwell;  as  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that,  if  he  had  changed 
his  opinion  and  adopted  a  view  quite  contrary  to  that  previously 
expressed  by  him,  he  would  not  have  made  some  allusion  to  the 
case  in  which  he  had  before  given  such  a  decided  opinion. 
TayUr  v.  The  principal   authority  in   support  of   the   position — that  a 

"^''  parol  licence,  when  executed,  can  pass  an   incorporeal  heredita- 

ment— ^is  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters  {y),  Qibbs,  C.  J.,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  that  case,  said:  '^This 
was  an  action  against  the  door-keeper  of  the  Opera  House  for 
denying  admission  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  holder  of  a 
silver  ticket,  purporting  to  give  him  an  entrance  into  that 
theatre  for  twenty-one  years.  It  was  objected,  that  the  right 
claimed  was  an  interest  in  land,  and  being  for  more  than  three 
years,  could  not  pass  without  a  writing,  signed  by  the  party  or 
his  agent  authorized  in  writing,  and  that  W.  Tayler  was  not  so 
authorized  by  the  trustees.  And  it  was  further  insisted  by  the 
defendant  that  such  an  interest  could  only  pass  by  deed.  The 
answer  given  to  these  objections  was,  that  this  was  not  an 
interest  in  land,  but  a  licence  irrevocable  to  permit  the  plaintiff 
to  enjoy  certain  privileges  thereon,  and  was  not  required  to  be 
in  writing  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  though  it  extended  beyond 
the  term  of  three  years,  and,  consequently,  might  be  granted 
without  a  deed;  and  though  W.  Tayler  had  affected  to  grant 
this  by  deed,  it  may  bind  the  trustees,  not  as  their  deed,  but  as 
a  licence  authorized  by  them.  In  support  of  this  doctrine  the 
following  cases  are  found: — Webb  v.  Paternoster {z)^  licence  to 
the  plaintiff  from  Sir  W.  Plunmier  to  lay  a  stack  of  hay  on  his 
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land  for  a  reasonable  time;  afterwards  Sir  W.  Plummer  leased     Tofisrv. 

the  land,  and  the  lessee  turned  in  his  cattle  and  ate  the  hay,  L 

for  which  this  action  was  brought.  The  Court  held  that  such 
licence  was  good,  and  could  not  be  countermanded  within  a 
reasonable  time;  but  that  more  than  a  reasonable  time  had 
elapsed,  half-a-jear,  and  therefore  the  licence  was  at  end.  This 
case  was  recognized  and  acted  upon  by  Lord  EUenborough  and 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Winter  v.  Brochcell{a).  This 
shows  that  a  beneficial  licence,  to  be  exercised  upon  land,  may 
he  granted  without  deed,  and  cannot  be  countermanded,  at  least 
after  it  has  been  acted  upon;  and  this  would  also  be  sufficient 
to  show  that  this  is  not  such  an  interest  in  land  as,  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  can  only  pass  by  writing;  but  if  any  doubt 
remained  upon  the  latter  point,  it  has  been  long  ago  expressly 
decided  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Wood 
V.  Lake  (6),  better  reported  in  a  MS.  book  of  Mr.  Justice 
Burrough,  p.  51.  —  *  Licence  to  stack  coals  on  the  defendant's 
dose  for  seven  years  cannot  be  revoked  at  the  end  of  three.' 
These  cases  abundantly  prove  that  a  licence  to  enjoy  a  bene- 
fidal  privilege  on  land  may  be  granted  without  deed,  and,  not- 
withstanding the  Statute  of  Frauds,  without  writing.  What 
the  plaintiff  claims  is  a  licence  of  this  description,  and  not  an 
int^est  in  the  land.  That  it  was  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
management  to  make  such  grants  appears  from  the  plaintiff 
not  having  been  disturbed  by  the  trustees  while  they  had  pos- 
session for  some  years,  at  least  in  and  after  1800.  He  is, 
therefore,  entitled  to  exercise  the  licence  granted  to  him,  and 
may  maintain  the  present  action  against  the  defendant,  who  has 
disturbed  him  in  it." 

Assuming  the  right  here  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  an 
easement,  it  must  be  conceded  that  this  case  would  be  a  direct 
authority  for  the  position  that  an  easement  may  be  created  by 
parol;  it  does  not,  however,  rest  on  the  foundation  of  any 
previous  decision,  except  that  in  Sayer;  the  case  of  JFehh  v. 
Patemastei*  is  in  reality  a  mere  dictum,  as  the  Court  was  not 
called  upon  to  decide  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
licence;  and  the  case  of  Winter  v.  Brockwelly  on  which  the 
Chief  Justice  seems  principally  to  rely,  is  clearly  no  authority 
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for  the  position  it  is  here  cited  to  support,  as  is  shown  hy  several 
-  subsequent  cases,  in  which  the  judgment  of  Lord  EUenborough 
has  been  fully  considered  (c). 

Thus,  comparatively  unsupported  by  any  earlier  authority,  it 
is  directly  at  variance  with  numerous  later  decisions,  in  two  of 
which  the  question  has  been  most  elaborately  discussed. 

In  the  case  of  Heiclois  v.  Shippam  (d),  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  he  assented  to 
the  plaintiff's  making  a  drain  at  his  own  expense  in  his  (the  de- 
fendant's) land.  The  plaintiff  made  his  drain  at  a  considerable 
expense.  In  an  action  brought  against  the  defendant  for  after- 
wards stopping  up  the  drain,  Graham,  B.,  was  of  opinion  that 
the  right  claimed  under  the  licence  granted  by  the  defendant  to 
have  the  drain  in  the  soil  of  another  was  an  uncertain  interest  in 
the  land  within  the  first  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds:  and 
not  being  granted  by  any  instrument  in  writing,  the  plaintiff  ac- 
quired under  it  a  right  at  will  only,  which  was  determined  by  the 
defendant's  stopping  up  the  drain.  He  therefore  directed  a  non- 
suit, with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  the  Court 
upon  argument  discharged  it.  The  elaborate  judgment  of  the 
Court,  in  which  all  the  authorities  are  reviewed,  was  delivered  by 
Bayley,  J.  "  A  right  of  way  or  a  right  of  passage  for  water," 
said  the  learned  Judge,  "  (where  it  does  not  create  an  interest  in 
the  land)  is  an  incorporeal  right,  and  stands  upon  the  same 
footing  with  other  incorporeal  rights,  such  as  rights  of  common, 
rents,  advowsons,  &c.  It  lies  not  in  livery  but  in  grant,  and  a 
freehold  interest  in  it  cannot  be  created  or  passed  (even  if  a 
chattel  interest  may,  which  I  think  it  cannot)  otherwise  than  by 
deed.  Termes  de  la  Ley,  a  book  of  great  antiquity  and  accuracy, 
defines  an  easement  to  be  a  privilege  that  one  neighboiu*  hath  of 
another  by  charter  or  prescription,  without  profit ;  and  it  instances, 
*  as  a  way  or  sink  through  his  land,  or  such  like.'  In  Co.  Litt. 
9a,  Lord  Coke  distinguishes  between  corporeal  things  which  lie 
in  livery  and  incorporeal  which  lie  in  grant,  and  cannot  pass  but 
by  deed,  as  advowsons,  commons,  &c. ;  and  it  seems  to  be  his 
opinion  that  (except  in  certain  specified  cases),  where  livery  is 
necessary  as  to  the  one,  a  deed  is  necessary  as  to  the  other.     The 
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same  may  be  collected  from  the  passage  already  cited  from  Co.  ■^*J?'*'*'J- 
litt.  42  a.  In  Co.  Litt.  169,  the  excepted  case  of  parceners  is 
mentioned :  and  there  it  is  said  that  though  common  of  estoTcrs 
or  pasture,  or  a  corody,  or  a  way,  lie  in  grant,  they  may,  upon 
partition  bettceen  the  parceners,  be  granted  without  deed.  So  both 
Littleton  and  Lord  Coke  state,  in  the  same  part,  that  a  rent  may 
be  granted  in  the  case  of  parceners  for  owelty  of  partition  with- 
out deed ;  and  Lord  Coke  notices  that  rents,  commons,  advowsons, 
and  the  like,  that  lie  in  grant,  though  they  cannot  pass  without 
deed,  may  be  divided  between  parceners  by  parol  without  deed. 
Chattels,  whether  real  or  personal,  may  in  general  be  granted 
without  deed:  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  232;  and  in  the  case  of 
things  lying  in  liveiy,  a  demise  thereof  may  be  made  for  any 
number  of  years  at  common  law  without  deed ;  but  Lord  Coke, 
in  Co.  Litt.  85  a,  makes  a  distinction  between  original  chattels 
and  chattels  created  out  of  a  freehold  lying  in  grant,  that  the 
former  may  pass  without  deed,  the  latter  cannot  be  created  or 
pass  without  it ;  and  whether  there  is  a  distinction  in  this  respect 
between  chattel  interests  created  out  of  freeholds  lying  in  livery 
and  freeholds  lying  in  grant  (which  I  think  there  is  not),  it  is  not 
necessary  to  decide,  because  this  is  a  case  of  a  freehold,  not  of 
a  chattel  interest.  Sheppard,  in  his  Touchst.  231,  lays  it  down 
that  a  licence  or  liberty  (amongst  other  things)  cannot  be  created 
or  annexed  to  an  estate  of  inheritance  or  freehold  without  deed. 
In  2  RoUe's  Abr.  62,  it  is  laid  down  that  a  thing  lying  merely  in 
grant  cannot  pass  without  deed.  In  9  Co.  9,  it  is  said,  arguendo, 
that  tenant  for  life  cannot  bi/  word  without  deed  have  the  privilege 
of  being  dispunishable  for  waste ;  and  that  position  is  adopted  in 
Sheppard's  Touchst.  p.  231.  In  Gilbert's  Law  of  Evidence,  p.  96, 
6th  edition,  this  is  laid  down :  '  If  a  man  shows  title  to  a  thing 
Ijing  in  grant,  he  fails  if  the  seal  be  torn  off  from  his  deed;  for  a 
man  cannot  show  a  title  to  a  thing  lying  in  solemn  agreement 
but  by  solemn  agreement ;  and  there  can  be  no  solemn  agreement 
without  a  seal,  so  that  possession  alone  is  not  sufficient,  since  the 
thing  itself  does  not  lie  in  possession  but  in  agreement ;  therefore 
a  man  cannot  claim  a  title  to  a  watercourse  but  by  deedy  and  under 
9eaV  Bolton  v.  The  Bishop  of  Carlisle  {e)  is  at  variance  with 
the  position  laid  down  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  that  the 


W  (1703),  2  H.  Bl.  259, 
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JSTjw/iiM  y.  party  fails  if  the  seal  be  torn  off  the  deed.  It  was  decided  in  that 
ease  that,  if  the  deed  be  destroyed,  other  evidence  may  be  given 
to  show  that  the  thing  was  once  granted.  The  general  position, 
however,  that  a  man  cannot  claim  title  to  a  thing  lying  in  grant, 
but  by  deed,  was  not  questioned  in  that  case.  In  Monk  v. 
Butler  (/),  where  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  answered  an  avowry  for 
damage  feasant  by  a  plea  of  licence  from  a  commoner  who  had 
right  for  twenty  beasts,  it  was  objected  that,  if  the  commoner 
could  license,  he  could  not  do  so  without  deed;  and  of  that 
opinion  was  the  whole  Court.  In  Rumsey  v.  Raicnon  (g)  the 
objection  to  such  a  licence  on  the  account  of  its  not  being  stated 
to  be  by  deed,  after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  a  collateral  issue, 
was  overruled,  because  the  licence  was  only  to  take  the  profit 
unicd  vice,  and  because  no  estate  passed  by  it.  Yet  in  a  sub- 
sequent case  of  Hosldns  v.  Robins  (//)  a  similar  objection  was 
overruled,  not  on  the  ground  that  a  parol  licence  would  be 
sufficient,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  objection  to  the  mode  of 
pleading  the  licence  was  waived  by  an  issue  on  a  collateral  point, 
and  that  after  verdict  on  sucli  issue  it  must  be  taken  that  the 
licence  was  by  deed ;  but,  according  to  the  report  in  Saunders, 
Hale,  C.  J.,  and  the  Court  seemed  to  be  of  opinion  that  the 
licence  could  not  be  granted  without  deed.  In  Harrison  r. 
Parker  (i),  where  liberty  and  licence,  power  and  authority,  were 
granted  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  heirs  to  build  a  bridge  across  a 
river,  from  plaintiff's  close  to  a  close  of  Sir  George  Warren,  and 
liberty  and  licence  to  plaintiff  to  lay  the  foimdations  of  one  end 
on  Sir  G.'s  close,  the  grant  was  by  deed.  And  in  Fentiman  v. 
Smith  {k)y  where  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  have  passage  for  water 
by  a  tunnel  over  defendant's  land,  Lord  Ellenborough  lays  it 
down  distinctly :  *  The  title  to  have  the  water  flowing  in  the 
tunnel  over  defendant's  land  could  not  pass  by  parol  licence 
without  deed.'  Upon  these  authorities  we  are  of  opinion  that, 
although  a  parol  licence  might  be  an  excuse  for  a  trespass  till 
such  licence  were  countermanded,  that  a  right  and  title  to  have 
passage  for  the  water,  for  a  freehold  interest,  required  a  deed  to 
create  it ;  and  that,  as  there  has  been  no  deed  in  this  case,  the 
present  action,  which  is  founded  on  a  right  and  title,  cannot  be 
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supported.    The  case  of   Winter  v.  Brockwell  (/),  which  was  reKed    SewUnsY, 

upon  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  appears  clearly  distinguishahle LJ!!1L- 

from  the  present.  All  that  the  defendant  there  did,  he  did  upon 
his  own  land.  He  claimed  no  right  or  easement  upon  the 
phdntiS's.  The  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  and  easement  against 
him,  viz.,  the  privilege  of  light  and  air  through  a  parlour  window, 
and  a  free  passage  for  the  smells  of  an  adjoining  house  through 
defendant's  area ;  and  the  only  point  decided  there  was  that,  as 
the  plaintiff  had  consented  to  the  obstruction  of  such  his  ease- 
ment, and  had  allowed  the  defendant  to  incur  expense  in  making 
such  obstruction,  he  could  not  retract  that  consent  without  reim- 
bursing the  defendant  that  expense.  But  that  was  not  the  case 
of  the  grant  of  an  easement  to  be  exercised  upon  the  grantor's 
land,  but  a  permission  to  the  grantee  to  use  his  own  land  in  a 
way  in  which,  but  for  an  easement  of  the  plaintiff's,  such  grantee 
would  have  had  a  clear  right  to  use  it.  Webb  v.  Paternoster  (w). 
Wood  V.  Lake  (n),  and  Tayler  v.  Waters  (o),  were  not  cases  of 
freehold  interest,  and  in  none  of  them  was  the  objection  taken 
that  the  right  lay  in  grant,  and  therefore  could  not  pass  without 
deed.  These,  therefore,  cannot  be  considered  as  authorities  upon 
the  point;  and  on  these  grounds,  therefore — ^that  the  right 
claimed  by  the  declaration  is  a  freehold  right ;  and  that,  if  the 
thing  claimed  is  to  be  considered  as  an  easement,  not  an  interest 
in  the  land,  such  a  right  cannot  be  created  without  deed — we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  nonsuit  was  right,  and  that  the  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged*" 

In  Bryan  v.  Whistler  (p),  the  right  to  be  buried  in  a  particular  ^''yf»  ▼• 
vault  was  held  to  be  an  easement  capable  of  being  created  by 
deed  only ;  and  therefore  a  parol  agreement  not  under  seal  was 
held  to  confer  no  right,  though  the  plaintiff  had  paid  a  valuable 
consideration  on  the  faith  of  its  validity. 

In  an  old  case,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  adverted  to  Bradi^T, 
in  more  recent  decisions,  it  was  held  that  a  parol  licence  could 
not  confer  an  easement  to  carry  on  a  noisy  trade.  In  Bradley  v. 
GUI  (^),  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  nuisance 
occasioned  by  the  recent  erection  of  a  smith's  forge  and  shop  so 
near  to  the  plaintiff's  house  that  the  plaintiff    and  his  family 
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were  disturbed  by  the  noise  of  the  defendant's  business.  The 
defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  black- 
smith for  twenty  years,  and  that  the  plaintiff  advised  him  to  oome 
and  live  in  the  said  house  and  carry  on  his  trade  there,  by  reason 
whereof  he  came  to  the  said  house  and  built  there  a  convenient 
room  to  erect  a  smith's  forge,  traversing  the  erection  of  any  other 
smith's  shop.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  was  that  the  action  Iaj» 
and  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  declaration,  and  that  the 
traverse  was  idle ;  but  the  def endant,  by  consent,  had  liberty  to 
amend  his  plea. 

In  Brotcn  v.  Windsor  (r),  the  action  was  brought  for  withdraw- 
ing support  from  the  plaintiff's  house ;  the  evidence  of  right  to  the 
support  claimed  consisted  in  proof  of  a  parol  permission  on  the 
part  of  the  then  owner  of  the  defendant's  property  to  the  plaintiff, 
to  rest  his  building  on  a  pine-end  wall  standing  thereon ;  under 
this  permission  the  support  had  been  enjoyed  for  twenty-six  years- 
The  plaintiff  recovered ;  and  it  was  afterwards  objected  that  there 
could  not  be,  by  law,  such  an  easement  as  the  right  to  support  for 
a  house  in  alieno  solo ;  but  supposing  that  such  an  easement  could 
be  acquired,  no  objection  whatever  was  made  to  the  mode  of  its 
acquisition ;  nor  was  any  question  raised  as  to  whether  an  enjoy- 
ment, commencing  under  a  licence,  would  confer  an  easement. 
The  decision  of  the  Court  cannot,  therefore,  be  considered  €ls  an 
authority  upon  this  subject ;  nor  does  it  appear  to  have  ever  been 
treated  as  such  in  the  later  decisions  of  the  Courts  upon  this  point. 

In  Liggins  v.  Inge  («)  it  appeared  that  the  predecessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  entitled  to  a  flow  of  water  to  his  mill  over  the 
defendants'  land,  by  a  parol  licence  authorized  the  defendants  to 
out  down  and  lower  a  bank,  and  to  erect  a  weir  upon  their  own 
land,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  divert  into  another  channel  the 
water  which  was  requisite  for  the  working  of  the  plaintiff's  mill ; 
subsequently  the  plaintiff  complained  to  the  defendants  of  the 
injurious  effects  of  the  weir,  and  called  upon  them  to  restore  the 
bank  to  its  ancient  height,  and  to  remove  the  weir ;  and,  upon  a 
refusal  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  do  this,  an  action  was 
brought.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment,  enters  fully  into  the 
question  of  the  validity  of  parol  licences : — 

"  It  wiU  be  unnecessary,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  consider 


(r)  (1830),  1  Or.  &  J.  20. 

(»)  (1831),  7  Bing.  682  ;  S.  C,  6  M.  &  P.  712  ;  83  B.  R.  616. 
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more  than  one  of  the  questions  which  have  been    argued    at     LiggmsY 
the  Bar,  viz.  whether  the  present  action,  upon  the  facts  stated  — 
in   the   award    of    the   arbitrator  is   maintainable    against   the 
defendants. 

^^  The  action  is,  in  point  of  form,  an  action  of  tort,  and  charges 
the  defendants  with  wrongfully  continuing  a  certain  weir  or 
fletoher,  which  the  defendants  had  before  erected  upon  one  of  the 
banks  of  the  river,  and  by  that  means  wrongfully  continuing  the 
diversion  of  the  water,  and  preventing  it  from  flowing  to  the  plain- 
tiflf's  mill  in  the  manner  it  had  been  formerly  accustomed  to  do.  It 
appeared  in  evidence  before  the  arbitrator,  that  the  bank  of  the 
river  which  had  been  cut  down  was  the  soil  of  the  defendants,  and 
that  the  same  had  been  out  dovm  and  lowered,  and  the  weir  erected, 
and  the' water  thereby  diverted  by  them,  the  defendants,  at  their 
expense,  in  the  year  1822,  under  a  parol  licence  to  them  given  for 
that  purpose  by  the  plaintiff's  father,  the  then  owner  of  the  mill ; 
and  that,  in  the  year  1827,  the  plaintiff's  father  represented  to  the 
defendants  that  the  lowering  and  cutting  down  the  bank  were 
injurious  to  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  mill,  and  had  called  upon 
them  to  restore  the  bank  to  its  former  state  and  condition,  with 
which  requisition  the  defendants  had  refused  to  comply. 

"  The  question,  therefore,  is  whether  such  non-compliance,  and 
the  keeping  the  weir  in  the  same  state  after,  and  notwithstanding 
the  countermand  of  the  licence,  is  such  a  wrong  done  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants  as  to  make  them  liable  to  this  action. 

^  The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  that  such 
parol  licence  is,  in  its  nature,  countermandable  at  any  time,  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  party  who  gave  it ;  that,  to  hold  otherwise,  would 
be  to  allow  to  a  parol  licence  the  effect  of  passing  to  the  defendants 
a  permanent  interest  in  part  of  the  water  which  before  ran  to  the 
plaintiff's  mill,  which  interest,  at  common  law,  could  only  pass  by 
grant  imder  seal,  being  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  and  which,  at 
all  events,  would  be  determinable  at  the  will  of  the  grantor,  since 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  being  '  an  interest  in,  to,  or  out  of  lands, 
tenements  and  hereditaments.' 

"If  it  were  necessary  to  hold  that  a  right  or  interest  in  any 
part  of  the  water,  which  before  flowed  to  the  plaintiff's  mill,  must 
be  shown  to  have  passed  from  the  plaintiff's  father  to  the  defen- 
dants under  the  licence,  in  order  to  justify  the  continuance  of  the 
weir  in  its  original  state,  the  difficulty  above  suggested  would 
undoubtedly  follow;  for  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  right  to 
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plaintiff's  mill,  could  only  pass  by  grant,  as  an  incorporeal  here- 
ditament, and  not  by  a  parol  licence.  But  we  think  the  operation 
and  effect  of  the  licence,  after  it  has  been  completely  executed  by 
the  defendants,  is  suflScient,  without  holding  it  to  convey  any 
interest  in  the  water,  to  relieve  them  from  the  burthen  of  re- 
storing to  its  former  state  what  has  been  done  under  the  licence, 
although  such  licence  is  countermanded :  and,  consequently,  that 
they  are  not  liable  to  an  action  as  wrongdoers  for  persisting  in 
such  refusal. 

"  The  parol  licence,  as  it  is  stated  in  the  award  of  the  arbitrator, 
was  a  licence  to  cut  down  and  lower  the  bank,  and  to  erect  the 
weir.  Strictly  speaking,  if  the  licence  was  to  be  confined  to  those 
terms,  it  was  at  once  unnecessary  and  inoperative ;  for  the  soil 
bein^  the  property  of  the  defendants,  they  would  have  the  right 
to  do  both  those  acts  without  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the 
lower  mill.  But  as  the  diversion  of  part  of  the  water  which 
before  flowed  to  that  mill  would  be  the  necessary  consequence  of 
such  acts,  it  must  be  taken  that  the  object  and  effect  of  such 
licence  was  to  give  consent,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  father,  to 
the  diverting  of  the  water  by  means  of  those  alterations.  We  do 
not,  however,  consider  the  object,  and  still  less  the  effect,  of  the 
parol  licence  to  be  the  transferring  from  the  plaintiff's  father  to 
the  defendants  any  right  or  interest  whatever  in  the  water  which 
was  before  accustomed  to  flow  to  the  lower  mill,  but  simply  to  be 
an  acknowledgment  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  father  that  he 
wanted  such  water  no  longer  for  the  purposes  of  his  mill;  and  that 
he  gave  back  again  and  yielded  up,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned, 
that  quantity  of  water  which  found  its  way  over  the  weir  or 
fletcher,  which  he  then  consented  should  be  erected  by  the  defen- 
dants. And  we  think,  after  he  has  once  clearly  signified  such 
relinquishment,  whether  by  words  or  acts,  and  suffered  other 
persons  to  act  upon  the  faith  of  such  relinquishment,  and  to  incur 
expense  in  doing  the  very  act  to  which  his  consent  was  given,  it  is 
too  late  then  to  retract  such  consent,  or  to  throw  on  those  other 
persons  the  burthen  of  restoring  matters  to  their  former  state  and 
condition. 

'^  Water  flowing  in  a  stream,  it  is  well  settled,  by  the  law  of 
England,  is  publioi  juris.  By  the  Eoman  law,  running  water, 
L'ght,  and  air,  were  considered  as  some  of  those  things  which  had 
the  name  of  res  communes,  and  which  were  defined,  *  things,  the 
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property  of  which  belong  to  no  person,  but  the  use  to  all.'    And,     -£»^^«««  v. 

by  the  law  of  England,  the  person  who  first  appropriates  any  part '- 

of  the  water  flowing  through  his  land  to  his  own  use,  has  the  right 
to  the  use  of  so  much  as  he  thus  appropriates  against  any  other. 
Bealey  v.  Shaic  {t).  And  it  seems  consistent  with  the  same  prin- 
ciple, that  the  water,  after  it  has  been  so  made  subservient  to 
private  uses  by  appropriation,  should  again  become  publici  juris  by 
the  mere  act  of  relinquishment.  There  is  nothing  unreasonable  in 
holding  that  a  right  which  is  gained  by  occupancy  should  be  lost 
by  abandonment.  Suppose  a  person  who  formerly  had  a  mill 
upon  a  stream,  should  pull  it  down,  and  remove  the  works,  with 
the  intention  never  to  return ;  could  it  be  held  that  the  owner 
of  other  land  adjoining  the  stream  might  not  erect  a  mill  and 
employ  the  water  so '  relinquished ;  or  that  he  could  be  com- 
pellable to  pull  down  his  mill,  if  the  former  mill  owner  should 
afterwards  change  his  determination,  and  wish  to  rebuild  his 
own  ?  In  such  a  case  it  would  undoubtedly  be  a  subject  of  in- 
quiry by  a  jury,  whether  he  had  completely  abandoned  the  use  of 
the  stream,  or  had  left  it  for  a  temporary  purpose  only ;  but,  that 
question  being  once  determined,  there  seems  no  ground  to  con- 
tend that  an  action  would  be  maintainable  against  the  person  who 
erected  the  new  mill,  for  not  pulling  it  down  again  after  notice. 
And  if,  instead  of  his  intention  remaining  uncertain  upon  the  acts 
which  he  had  done,  the  former  proprietor  had  openly  and  ex- 
pressly declared  his  intention  to  abandon  the  stream,  that  is,  if 
he  had  licensed  the  other  party  to  erect  a  mill,  the  same  inference 
must  follow  with  greater  certainty.  Or,  suppose  A.  authorizes 
B.,  by  express  licence,  to  build  a  house  on  B.'s  own  land,  close 
adjoining  to  some  of  the  windows  of  A.'s  house,  so  as  to  intercept 
part  of  the  light ;  could  he  afterwards  compel  B.  to  pull  the  house 
down  again,  simply  by  giving  notice  that  he  countermanded  the 
licence  ?  Still  further,  this  is  not  a  licence  to  do  acts  which 
consist  in  repetition,  as  to  walk  in  a  park,  to  use  a  carriage-way,  to 
fish  in  the  waters  of  another,  or  the  like ;  which  licence,  if  coun- 
termanded, the  party  is  but  in  the  same  situation  as  he  was  before 
it  was  granted;  but  this  is  a  licence  to  construct  a  work,  which  is 
attended  with  expense  to  the  party  using  the  licence;  so  that, 
after  the  same  is  countermanded,  the  party  to  whom  it  was 
granted  may  sustain  a  heavy  loss.     It  is  a  licence  to  do  some- 
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thing  that  in  its  own-  nature  seems  intended  to  be  permanent 
and  oontinuing ;  and  it  was  the  fault  of  the  party  himself ^  if  he 
meant  to  reserve  the  power  of  revoking  such  licence,  after  it  was 
carried  into  effect,  that  he  did  not  expressly  reserve  that  right 
when  he  granted  the  licence,  or  limit  it  as  to  duration.  Indeed, 
the  person  who  authorizes  the  weir  to  be  erected  becomes,  in 
some  sense,  a  party  to  the  actual  erection  of  it;  and  cannot' 
afterwards  complain  of  the  result  of  an  act  which  he  himself 
contributed  to  effect. 

"  Upon  principle,  therefore,  we  think  the  licence,  in  the  present 
case,  after  it  was  executed,  was  not  oountermandable  by  the 
person  who  gave  it;  and,  consequently,  that  the  present  action 
cannot  be  maintained.  And,  upon  authority,  this  case  appears  to 
be  already  decided  by  that  of  Winter  v.  Brocktoell  (w),  which 
rests  on  the  judgment  in  Webb  v.  Paternoster  (x).  We  see  no 
reason  to  doubt  the  authority  of  that  case,  confirmed  as  it  has 
since  been  by  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters  (y)  in  this  court, 
and  recognized  as  law  in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley, 
in  the  case  of  Heidins  v.  Shippam^  in  the  Court  of  Eang's 
Bench." 

In  Cocker  v.  Cowper  (2)  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Heiclins 
V.  Shippam  was  fully  recognized.  In  that  case  an  action  was 
brought  for  stopping  up  a  watercourse.  It  appeared  from  the 
award  of  the  arbitrator,  that  the  channel  in  question  consisted  of 
a  drain  and  tunnel,  which  had  been  constructed  in  the  defen- 
dant's land  by  the  plaintiff,  in  the  year  1815,  with  the  verbal 
consent  of  the  then  tenant  and  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
water  had  flowed  through  it  up  to  the  year  1833,  when,  upon  the 
plaintiff's  refusal  to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  water,  the  defendant 
diverted  the  channel.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  were  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  "With 
regard  to  the  question  of  licence,"  said  the  Court,  "  the  case  of 
HetcUns  v.  Shippam  is  decisive  to  show  that  an  easement  like 
this  cannot  be  conferred  unless  by  deed  "  (a). 

In  Bridges  v.  Blanchard  (6)  this  point  was  raised  in  argument, 


[u)  (1807),  8  East,  308  ;  9  B.  B.  454. 

(x)  (1620),  Palmer,  71 ;  S.  C,  2  Boll. 
Bep.  162 ;  JPoph.  161. 

(y)  (1817),   7  Taunt.   383;   S.   C,  2 
Harsh.  660;  18  B.  B.  499. 


(z)  (1834),  1  C.  M.  &  B.  418  ;  40  B.  B. 
626. 

(a)  See  also  Bryan  v.  Whistler  (1828), 
8  B.  &  G.  288  ;  32  B.  B.  389. 

{b)  (1834),  I  A.  &  £.  636 ;  40  B.  B. 
362. 
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but  not  decided  by  the  Court,  as  it  appeared  that  no  licence  had,     ^r^^'  y- 
in  fact,  been  given. 


In  Wallis  v.  Harrison  and  others  (c)  an  action  was  brought  by  ^*''^**  ^• 
the  reversioner,  for  digging  up  the  soil  and  making  embank- 
ments and  a  railway  over  land  in  the  occupation  of  his  tenant. 
The  defendant,  among  other  pleas,  pleaded,  "  that  before  the  close 
in  which,  &c.,  became  the  plaintifiE's  property,  the  Dean  and 
Chapter  of  Durham,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  said  close,  agreed 
with  the  defendants  that  they  should  have  licence,  liberty, 
power  and  authority  to  enter  upon  the  said  close,  and  to  form, 
make  and  maintain  certain  roads,  &c.:  and  that  the  said  Dean 
and  Chapter  should  ratify  and  confirm  the  same  to  the  defen- 
dants :  and  that  before  the  plaintiff  had  any  interest  in  the  said 
close,  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  gave  and  delivered  to  the 
defendants,  at  their  request,  possession  of  the  said  way-leave,  &c., 
over  which  the  said  roads  now  are,  and  at  the  same  time  when, 
&c.,  had  been  constructed,  with  leave,  licence,  authority  and 
power  to  the  defendants  to  enter  and  set  out  the  same ;  where- 
upon, before,  &o.  they  entered  and  set  out  the  same " :  the  plea 
then  alleged  an  indenture  by  which  the  Dean  and  Chapter 
granted  and  demised,  and  granted,  ratified  and  confirmed,  unto 
the  defendants  such  full  liberty,  &c.,  and  averred  that  the  defen- 
dants, by  virtue  of  such  leave,  &c.,  and  such  indenture,  had  made 
the  road,  and  unavoidably  committed  the  said  trespasses.  To 
this  plea  the  plaintifE  demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  right  of 
making  the  road  was  a  matter  which  lay  in  grant,  and  could  only 
be  conferred  by  deed  and  not  by  parol,  and  the  deed  mentioned  in 
the  plea,  as  it  appeared  on  oyer,  did  not  amount  to  a  confirmation 
of  any  prior  licence  by  deed.  The  Court  held  the  plea  to  be  bad, 
as  such  a  licence  might  be  countermanded  at  any  time  by  the 
owner  of  the  land  who  granted  it,  and  at  all  events  could  not  be 
binding  on  his  transferee. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said, in  delivering  judgment,  "Then,  treat- 
ing it  as  a  plea  of  licence,  I  think  it  is  bad  on  general  demurrer, 
hecause  a  mere  parol  licence  to  enjoy  an  easement  on  the  land  of 
another  does  not  bind  the  grantor,  after  he  has  transferred  his 
interest  and  possession  in  the  land  to  a  third  person.  I  never  heard 
it  supposed,  that  if  a  man  out  of  kindness  to  a  neighbour  allows 
him  to  pass  over  his  land,  the  transferee  of  that  land  is  bound  to 

(e)  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  638. 
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do  SO  likewise.     But  it  is  said  that  the  defendant  should  have  had 
notice  of  the  transfer.     This  is  new  law  to  me.    A  person  is  hound 
to  know  who  is  the  owner  of  the  land  upon  which  he  does  that 
which,  prima  facie,  is  a  trespass.    Even  if  this  were  not  so,  I  think 
the  defendants  ought,  in  excuse  of  their  trespass,  to  have  pleaded 
the  fact  that  they  had  no  notice  of  the  transfer.     It  is  true  it  would 
be  the  assertion  of  a  negative.     But  I  think  this  would  be  one  of 
those  cases  where,  to  make  a  title  or  excuse  good,  a  negative  should 
be  shown  on  the  pleadings,  even  if  the  proof  of  the  afcmative 
might  be  on  the  opposite  party.     As  to  the  case  of  Wehb  v.  Pater- 
nostcr,  the  grant  of  the  licence  to  put  the  haystack  on  the  premises 
was  in  fact  a  grant  of  the  occupation  by  the  haystack,  and  the  party 
might  be  considered  in  possession  of  that  part  of  the  land  which 
the  haystack  occupied,  and  that  might  be  granted  by  parol."    And 
Parke,  Baron,  added,  "  Then  with  regard  to  the  licence,  the  plea 
is  bad  in  substance.     We  are  not  called  upon  in  this  case  to  con- 
sider, whether  a  licence  to  create  or  make  a  railroad,  granted  by  a 
former  owner  of  the  soil,  is  countermandable  after  expense  has 
been  incurred  by  the  licensee,  which  was  the  question  in  Winter  v. 
Brockicell ;  for  it  is  not  alleged  that  there  has  been  any  expense 
incurred  in  consequence  of  the  licence,  and  therefore  it  remains 
executory ;  and  I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that  a  parol  executory  licence 
is  countermandable  at  any  time  ;  and  if  the  owner  of  land  grants 
to  another  a  licence  to  go  over  or  do  any  act  upon  his  close,  and 
then  conveys  away  that  close,  there  is  an  end  to  the  licence  ;  for  it 
is  an  authority  only  with  respect  to  the  soil  of  the  grantor ;  and  if 
the  close  ceases  to  be  his  soil,  the  authority  is  instantly  gone.    Webb 
V.  Paternoster  is  very  distinguishable  from  this  case,  for  there  the 
licence  was  executed,  by  putting  the  stack  of  hay  on  the  land ;  the 
plaintiffs  there  had  a  sort  of  interest  against  the  licenser  and  his 
assigns;   but  a  licence  executory  is  a  simple  authority  excusing 
trespasses  on  the  close  of  the  grantor,  as  long  as  it  is  his  and  the 
licence  is  uncountermanded,  but  ceases  the  moment  the  property 
passes  to  another  "  (c?). 

The  result  of  the  above  cases  appears  to  be  this — that  a  man  may, 


[d)  [See  Roffey  v.  Henderson  (1861),  17 
Q.  B.  674 ;  86  K.  B.  671,  whero  the 
plaintiff  daimed  a  right  to  enter  a  house 
in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  for 
the  pnrpose  of  removing  fixtures,  under 
a  licence  given  for  that  purpose  hj  the 
leflBor,  who  demised  the  house  to  the 


defendant  subsequently  to  the  gfiving  of 
the  licence ;  and  Colfftnany.  Foster  (1866), 
1  H.  &  N.  37,  in  which  a  licence  to  enter 
a  playhouse  was  set  up  against  a  sub- 
sequent lessee  of  the  playhouse:  the 
attempts  in  both  cases  were  unsuccessful.] 
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in  some  oases,  hy  parol  licenoe,  relinquish  a  right  which  he  has     ReBulfcof 

aoquired  in  addition  to  the  ordinary  rights  of  property,  and  thus ^ 

lestore  his  own  and  his  neighboiir's  property,  to  their  original 
and  natural  condition  (e) ;  but  he  cannot,  by  such  means,  impose 
any  burthen  upon  land  in  derogation  of  such  ordinary  rights  of 
property  (/) — as,  for  instance,  a  parol  licence  will  be  valid  to  build 
a  wall  in  front  of  his  ancient  windows,  while  a  similar  permission 
to  turn  a  spout  on  his  land  from  a  neighbouring  house  will  be 
invalid  and  revocable ;  but  it  would  seem,  in  order  that  a  parol 
licence  should  have  this  effect,  the  act  licensed  should  be  executed, 
and  the  necessary  consequence  of  such  execution  should  be,  per 
86,  the  extinguishment  of  the  right ;  for  the  cases  do  not  appear 
to  furnish  any  authority  for  saying,  that  where  the  extinguish- 
ment of  an  easement  would  depend  upon  a  repetition  of  the 
licensed  acts,  a  parol  licence  would  be  sufficient  to  effect  it ;  and, 
indeed,  where  the  acts  from  their  nature  lie  in  repetition,  such 
licence  could  not  be  executed. 

This  doctrine,  that  an  easement  may  be  extinguished  by  an  Conoorianoe 
executed  authority  to  a  man  to  do  an  act  on  his  own  land,  the  ^  *^®  °^^^ 
necessary  consequence  of  which  will  be  such  extinguishment, 
coincides  with  the  provision  of  the  civil  law : — "  If  I  have  the 
right  of  discharging  my  eaves'  dropping  into  your  area,  and  I 
authorize  you  to  build  in  this  area,  I  lose  my  right  of  discharge ; 
and  so,  if  I  have  a  right  of  way  over  your  property,  and  I 
authorize  you  to  do  anything  in  the  place  over  which  my  right  of 
way  exists,  I  lose  my  right  of  way  **  {g). 

As  to  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters,  not  only  are  its  genera  Result  of  ' 
positions  overruled  by  the  more  recent  decisions  of  Heiclim  v.  *'**^<>"*^®*- 
Shippam  and  Cocker  v.  Cowjrer^  but  it  is  in  itself  open  to  the 
objection  of  depending  upon  the  two  cases  already  adverted  to,  and 
on  a  total  misconception  of  the  case  of  Winter  v.  BrocktcelL 
Gibhs,  C.  J.,  evidently  overlooks  the  important  distinction  between 
a  licence  to  do  a  thing  upon  a  man's  own  land  and  a  licence  to  do 
something  on  the  land  of  the  licenser;  the  latter  was  the  case 
then  before  him,  whereas  Winter  v.  Brockwell  was  the  former. 

"  Winter  v.   Brockwell^^  said  Bayley,  J.,  in    delivering    the 

(0  [See  poet,  Part  V.  Chap.  II.  beam  in  aream  tnarn,  et  permliero  jus 
Beets.  2,  3,  on  the  extinguiahment  of  tibi  in  eft  are&  sdificandi,  stillicidii  im- 
Msementa.]  mittendi  jus  amitto ;  et  similiter  si  per 

(/)  [See  the  following  section  as  to      SZf S^T JTlZft^'^J^^^^^ 
flweiert  in  equity  of  suSi  cases.]  miswo  tibi  m  eo  looo  per  qnan  via  mihi 

vw.  «u  «^iui,j  V*  o<«vu  ww««.j  debetur,  ahqnid  faoere,  anutto  jus  vmb. 

M  Si  stilliGidii  immittendi  jus  ha-      —Dig.  8,  6,  8,  Qaem  serv.  amit. 
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E^ltof     judgment  of  the  Court  in  HewUm  v.  Shippam.  "was  not  the 

case   of   the   grant  or   an   easement  to  be  exercised  upon   the 

grantor's  land,  but  a  permission  to  the  grantee  to  use  his  own  land 
in  a  way  in  which  but  for  an  easement  of  the  plaintiff^s,  such 
grantee  would  have  had  a  clear  right  to  use  it." 

The  whole  current  of  decisions  is  in  favour  of  the  view  here 
taken,  with  the  exception  of  Taylor  v.  Waters^  and  the  earlier 
cases  of  Webb  v.  Paternoster  and  Wood  v.  Lake^  relied  upon  by  the 
C.  J.  Qibbs  in  his  judgment.  In  Webb  v.  Paternoster  a  parol 
licence  had  been  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  lay  a  stack  of  hay  on  the 
land  of  the  defendant's  lessee  for  a  reasonable  time;  the  lessee 
turned  his  cattle  upon  the  land,  and  for  this  the  action  was 
brought.  The  decision  of  the  Court  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
went  on  the  ground  that  a  reasonable  time  had  expired ;  and  the 
observations  of  the  Court  were,  consequently,  altogether  extra- 
judicial. In  Wood  V.  Lake  a  parol  licence  was  given  to  stack  coals 
on  defendant's  land  for  seven  years,  and  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  held  that  such  licence  could  not  be  revoked  at  the  end  of 
three  years.  It  seems  impossible  to  reconcile  either  the  dictum  in 
Webb  V.  Paternoster^  or  the  decision  of  the  Court  in  Wood  v.  Lake, 
with  the  more  recent  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in 
Rex  V.  Horndon-on-theSiil  (A),  in  which  a  settlement  was  claimed 
in  respect  of  a  cottage  built  on  the  waste  of  the  manor  by  the 
parol  licence  of  the  lord.  It  was  there  urged  in  argument,  "  that 
it  was  unreasonable  that,  after  a  party  has  been  led  to  incur 
expense  in  consequence  of  having  obtcdned  a  licence  from  another, 
that  the  other  should  be  permitted  to  recall  his  licence,  and  treat 
him  as  a  trespasser;  for  which  reason  it  was  laid  down  that  a 
licence  executed  is  not  countermandable,  but  only  when  it  is 
executory."  But  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  "  A  licence  is  not  a 
grant,  but  may  be  recalled  immediately ;  and  so  might  this  licence 
the  day  after  it  was  granted." 

But,  indeed,  authority  is  hardly  necessary  to  countervail  these 
two  cases,  as  in  neither,  as  was  observed  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  IlewUns  v.  Shippam,  does  it  appear  that  the  objection  was 
taken — that  the  right  lay  in  grant,  and  therefore  could  not  pass 
without  deed ;  in  addition  to  which  it  may  be  observed,  that  the 
case  in  Sayer  is  of  doubtful  authority  (f).    Mr.  Starkie  {k)  observes, 


(/<)  (1816),  4  M.  &  Sel.  562.  Hth  ed.] 

(t)  Sagden'sY.  &  P.  80, 9th  ed.;  [123,  (k)  Eyid.  vol.  2,  2nd  ed.,  p.  342,  n.  f. 
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"that  the  interest  oonf erred  in  this  case  amounted  to  a  lease,     ^^Sf^^J** 

inasmuch  as  the  party  was  to  have  the  sole  use  of  that  part  of  the  '- 

close  on  which  he  was  to  stack  his  coals." 

In  Wdllis  V.  Harmon,  Baron  Pwke  adverted  to  Winter  v. 
Brockwell  as  raising  the  question,  whether  **  where  a  licence  has 
been  executed,  and  expense  incurred  by  the  licensee  in  so  doing,  it 
would  be  oountermandable,  although  the  ecisement  was  to  be 
enjoyed  in  the  land  of  the  licenser."  This  point  was  not  judicially 
before  the  Court  in  Wallis  v.  Harriscm;  nor  were  the  cases  of 
EeucUns  v.  Shippam  and  Cocker  v.  Coicper  alluded  to ;  in  both  of 
which  the  licence  was  held  to  be  revocable,  although  it  had  been 
executed,  and  expense  incurred  by  the  licensee,  acting  under  the 
express  permission  of  the  owner  of  the  soil. 

[Subsequently  to  Wallis  v.  Harrkori]  all  the  authorities  on  the 
subject  [were]  reviewed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  case  of 
Wood  V.  Leadhitter  (/).  The  above  doctrine  was  recognized  to  the  Woody. 
fullest  extent.  The  judgment  clearly  and  authoritatively  points 
out  the  different  effect  of  a  licence  and  a  grant ;  and  removes  any 
doubt  that  may  have  existed  as  to  the  necessity  of  a  deed  to 
create  an  easement  by  express  agreement.  '^  This  was  an  action," 
said  Alderson,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  "  tried 
before  my  brother  Rolfe  at  the  sittings  after  last  Trinity  term.  It 
was  an  action  for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonment.  The  plea  (on 
which  alone  any  question  arose)  was  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
trespass  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  certain  close  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  and 
the  defendant,  as  the  servant  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  and  by  his  com- 
mand, laid  his  hands  upon  the  plaintiff  in  order  to  remove  him 
from  the  said  close,  using  no  unnecessary  violence.  Beplication, 
that,  at  the  time  of  such  removal,  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  said  close 
by  the  leave  and  licence  of  Lord  Eglintotin.  The  leave  and  licence 
was  traversed  by  the  defendant,  and  issue  was  joined  on  that 
traverse.  On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  place  from  which  the 
plaintiff  was  removed  by  the  defendant  was  the  inclosure  attached 
to  land  surrounding  the  great  stand  on  the  Doncaster  racecourse : 
that  Lord  Eglintoim  was  steward  of  the  races  there  in  the  year 

(0  (1845),  13  M.  &  W.  838  ;  67  R.  R.  jadge  refers  only  to  the  fact  that  since 

831;  see  also  Bird  v.  Higgifuon  fl837),  the  Judicature  Act,  1873  (see  sect.  25), 

6  A  &  £.   824.     "Wheflier   Wood  v.  the  rules  of   equity   (see  post,   p.   63) 

£««iU^f«r  is  still  good  law,  having  regard  prevaU,  and  it  is  submitted  that  the 

to  WaUh  y.  Lonsdale^  is  very  doubtful.*'  authority  of  Wood  v.  Leadbitter  remains 

PerCozens-Hardy,  J.,  in  Lowe  v.  Adams,  unshaken  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 

[1901]  2  Gh.  600.    It  is  conceived,  how-  cited  in  the  text, 
ever,  that  this  expression  of  the  learned 

o.  4 
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JFoodY.      1843;  that  tickets  were  sold  in  the  town  of  Doncaster  at  one 

1-  guinea  each,  which  were  understood  to    entitle  the  holders  to 

come  into  the  stand,  and  the  enclosure  surrounding  it,  and  to 
remain  there  eyery  day  during  the  races.  These  tickets  were  not 
signed  hy  Lord  Eglintoun,  but  it  must  be  assumed  that  they 
were  issued  with  his  privity.  It  further  appeared,  that  the 
plaintiff,  having  purchased  one  of  these  tickets,  came  to  the  stand 
during  the  races  of  the  year  1843,  and  was  there  or  in  the  inclosure 
while  the  races  were  going  on,  and  while  there,  and  during  the 
races,  the  defendant,  by  the  order  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  desired  him 
to  depart,  and  gave  him  notice  that  if  he  did  not  go  away  force 
would  be  used  to  turn  him  out.  It  must  be  assumed  that  the 
plaintiff  had  in  no  respect  misconducted  himself,  and  that,  if  he 
had  not  been  required  to  depart  his  coming  upon  and  remaining 
in  the  inclosure  would  have  been  an  act  justified  by  his  purchase 
of  the  ticket.  The  plaintiff  refused  to  go,  and  thereupon  the 
defendant,  by  order  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  forced  him  out,  without 
returning  the  guinea,  using  no  unnecessary  violence. 

"  My  brother  Rolfe,  in  directing  the  jury,  told  them,  that,  even 
assuming  the  ticket  to  have  been  sold  to  the  plaintiff  under  the 
sanction  of  Lord  Eglintoun,  still  it  was  lawful  for  Lord  Eglin- 
toun, without  returning  the  guinea,  and  without  assigning  any 
reason  for  what  he  did,  to  order  the  plaintiff  to  quit  the  inclosure, 
and  that,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  that  notice  was  given  by  Lord 
Eglintoun  to  the  plaintiff,  requiring  him  to  quit  the  ground,  and 
that,  before  he  was  forcibly  removed  by  the  defendant,  a  reason- 
able time  had  elapsed,  during  which  he  might  conveniently  have 
gone  away,  then  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  removal, 
on  the  place  in  question  by  the  leave  and  licence  of  Lord  Eglintoun, 
On  this  direction  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  In 
last  Michaelmas  Term  Mr.  Jervis  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  for  misdirection,  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, Lord  Eglintoun  must  be  taken  to  have  given  the  plaintiff 
leave  to  come  into  and  remain  in  the  inclosure  during  the  races ; 
that  such  leave  was  not  revocable,  at  all  events  without  returning 
the  guinea ;  and  so  that,  at  the  time  of  the  removal,  the  plaintiff 
was  in  the  enclosure  by  the  leave  and  licence  of  Lord  Eglintoun 
Cause  was  shown  during  last  term,  and  the  question  was  argued 
before  my  brothers  Parke  and  Bolf e,  and  myself ;  and  on  account 
of  the  conflicting  authorities  cited  in  the  argument,  we  took  time 
to  consider  our  judgment,  which  we  are  now  prepared  to  deliver. 
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"That  no  incorporeal  inheritance  affecting  land  can  either  be      JToody. 

created  or  transferred  otherwise  than  by  deed,  is  a  proposition  so '—> 

well  established  that  it  would  be  mere  pedantry  to  cite  authorities 
in  support.  All  such  inheritances  are  said  emphatically  to  lie  in 
granty  and  not  in  livery,  and  to  pass  by  mere  delivering  of  the 
deed.  In  all  the  authorities  and  text-books  on  the  subject,  a  deed 
18  always  stated  or  assumed  to  be  indispensably  requisite. 

"And  although  the  older  authorities  speak  of  incorporeal 
inheritances^  yet  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  principle  does  not 
depend  on  the  quality  of  interest  granted  or  transferred,  but  on 
the  nature  of  the  subject-matter :  a  right  of  common,  for  instance, 
which  is  a  profit  d  prendre,  or  a  right  of  way,  which  is  an  ease- 
ment, or  right  in  nature  of  an  easement,  can  no  more  be  granted 
or  conveyed  for  life  or  for  years  without  a  deed,  than  in  fee  simple. 
Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  is  a 
right,  during  a  portion  of  each  day,  for  a  limited  number  of  days, 
to  pass  into  and  through  and  to  remain  in  a  certain  close  belonging 
to  Lord  Eglintoun ;  to  go  and  remain  where  if  he  went  and  re- 
mained, he  would,  but  for  the  ticket,  be  a  trespasser.  This  is  a 
right  affecting  land  at  least  as  obviously  and  extensively  as  a  right 
of  way  over  the  land, — ^it  is  a  right  of  way  and  something  more : 
and  if  we  had  to  decide  this  case  on  general  principles  only,  and 
independently  of  authority,  it  would  appear  to  us  perfectly  clear 
that  no  such  right  can  be  created  otherwise  than  by  deed.  The 
plaintiff,  however,  in  this  case  argues,  that  he  is  not  driven  to 
daim  the  right  in  question  strictly  as  grantee.  He  contends  that, 
without  any  grant  from  Lord  Eglintoun,  he  had  licence  from  him 
to  be  in  the  close  in  question  at  the  time  when  he  was  turned  out, 
and  that  such  licence  was,  under  the  circumstances,  irrevocable. 
And  for  this  he  relies  mainly  on  four  cases,  which  he  considers  to 
be  expressly  in  point  for  him,  ^dz.,  JFebb  v.  Paternoster,  reported 
in  five  different  books,  namely,  Palmer,  71 ;  Eoll.  143,  152  ;  Noy, 
98 ;  Popham,  151 ;  and  Godbolt,  282  ;  Wood  v.  Lake  (w),  Tai/kr  v. 
Waters  («),  and  Wood  v.  Manley  {p). 

"  As  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff  rested  almost  entirely  on  the 
authority  of  these  four  cases,  it  is  veiy  important  to  look  to  them 
minutely,  in  order  to  see  the  exact  points  which  they  severally 
decided. 


(«)  (1751),  Sayer,  8.  (o)  (1839),  11  A.  &  E.  30 ;  3  Per.  & 

(fi)  (1817),  7  Taunt.  374 ;  18  R.  R.  499.      D.  5. 

4(2) 
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iFood  V.  "  Before,  however,  we  proceed  to  this  investigation,  it  may  be 

'■—  convenient  to  consider  the  nature  of  a  licence,  and  what  are  its  legal 

incidents.  And,  for  this  purpose,  we  cannot  do  better  than  refer 
to  Lord  0.  J.  Vaughan's  elaborate  judgment  in  the  case  of  Thomas 
V.  So)T€ll,  as  it  appears  in  his  Reports.  The  question  there  was 
as  to  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  dispense  with  certain  statutes 
regulating  the  sale  of  wine,  and  to  license  the  Vintners'  Company 
to  do  certain  acts  notwithstanding  those  statutes. 

"  In  the  course  of  his  judgment  the  Chief  Justice  says  (/?),  *  A 
dispensation  or  licence  properly  passeth  no  interest,  nor  alters  or 
transfers  propertj*^  in  anything,  but  only  makes  an  action  lawful, 
which  without  it  had  been  unlawful.  As  a  licence  to  go  beyond 
the  seas,  to  hunt  in  a  man's  park,  to  come  into  his  house,  are  only 
actions  which,  without  licence,  had  been  unlawful.  But  a  licence 
to  hunt  in  a  man's  park,  and  carry  away  the  deer  killed  to  his  own 
use ;  to  cut  down  a  tree  in  a  man's  ground,  and  to  carry  it  away 
the  next  day  after  to  his  own  use,  are  licences  as  to  the  acts  of 
hunting  and  cutting  down  the  tree,  but  as  to  the  carrying  away  of 
the  deer  killed  and  the  tree  cut  down,  they  are  grants.  So,  to 
license  a  man  to  eat  my  meat,  or  to  fire  the  wood  in  my  chimney 
to  warm  him  by,  as  to  the  actions  of  eating,  firing  my  wood,  and 
warming  him,  they  are  licences ;  but  it  is  consequent  necessarily  to 
those  actions  that  my  property  may  be  destroyed  in  the  meat  eaten, 
and  in  the  wood  burnt.  So  as  in  some  cases,  by  consequent  and 
not  directly,  and  as  its  efPect,  a  dispensation  or  licence  may  destroy 
and  alter  property.' 

"  Now,  attending  to  this  passage,  in  conjunction  with  the  title 
*  Licence,'  in  Brooke's  Abridgement,  from  which,  and  particularly 
from  paragraph  15,  it  appears  that  a  licence  is  in  its  nature 
revocable,  we  have  before  us  the  whole  principle  of  the  law  on  this 
subject.  A  mere  licence  is  revocable :  but  that  which  is  called  a 
licence  is  often  something  more  than  a  licence ;  it  often  comprises 
or  is  connected  with  a  grant,  and  then  the  party  who  has  given  it 
cannot  in  general  revoke  it,  so  as  to  defeat  his  grant,  to  which  it 
was  incident. 

"  It  may  further  be  observed,  that  a  licence  imder  seal  (provided 
it  be  a  mere  licence)  is  as  revocable  as  a  licence  by  parol ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  a  licence  by  parol,  coupled  with  a  grant,  is  as  irre- 
vocable as  a  licence  by  deed,  provided  only  that  the  grant  is  of  a 


{p)  Vatighan,  351. 


BY  EXPBESS  AGREEMENT.  S3 

nature  capable  of  beinir  made  by  parol.  But  where  there  is  a  licence      '^^^  ▼• 

by  paroly  coupled  with  a  parol  grant,  or  pretended  grant,  of  some-  1— 

thing  which  is  incapable  of  being  granted  otherwise  than  by  deed, 

there  the  licence  is  a  mere  licence ;  it  is  not  an  incident  to  a  valid 

grant,  and  it  is  therefore  revocable.     Thus,  a  licence  by  A.  to  hunt 

in  his  park,  whether  given  by  deed  or  by  parol,  is  revocable ;  it 

merely  renders  the  act  of  hunting  lawful,  which,  without  the 

lioenoe,  would  have  been  imlawful.    If  the  licence  be,  as  put  by 

Chief  Justice  Yaughan,  a  licence  not  only  to  himt,  but  also  to  take 

away  the  deer  when  killed  to  his  own  use,  this  is  in  truth  a  grant 

of  the  deer,  with  a  licence  annexed  to  come  on  the  land :  and 

supposing  the  grant  of  the  deer  to  be  good,  then  the  licence  would 

be  irrevocable  by  the  party  who  had  given  it :  he  would  be  estopped 

from  defeating  his  own  grant,  or  act  in  the  nature  of  a  grant.   But 

suppose  the  case  of  a  parol  Uoence  to  come  on  my  lands,  and  there 

to  make  a  watercourse,  to  flow  on  the  land  of  the  licensee.   In  such 

a  case  there  is  no  valid  grant  of  the  watercourse,  and  the  licence 

remains  a  mere  licence,  and  therefore  capable  of  being  revoked. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  such  a  licence  were  granted  by  deed,  then  the 

question  would  be  on  the  construction  of  the  deed,  whether  it 

amounted  to  a  grant  of  the  watercourse ;  and,  if  it  did,  then  the 

licence  would  be  irrevocable. 

'*  Having  premised  these  remarks  on  the  general  doctrine,  we  will 
proceed  to  consider  the  four  cases  relied  on  by  Mr.  Jervis  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  first  was  Webb  v.  Paternoster.  That,  as  appears 
from  the  report  in  Bolle,  was  an  action  of  trespass,  brought  against 
the  defendant  for  eating,  by  the  mouths  of  his  cattle,  the  plaintiff's 
hay.  The  defendant  justified  under  Sir  William  Flummer,  the 
owner  of  the  fee  of  the  close  in  which  the  hay  was,  averring  that 
Sir  W.  Flummer  leased  the  close  to  him,  and  therefore,  as  lessee, 
he  turned  his  cattle  into  the  close,  and  they  ate  the  hay.  The 
plaintiff  replied,  that,  before  the  making  of  the  lease.  Sir  W. 
Flummer  had  licensed  him  to  place  the  hay  on  the  close  till  he 
could  conveniently  sell  it,  and  that  before  he  could  conveniently 
sell  it,  Sir  W.  Flummer  leased  the  land  to  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  demurred  to  the  replication. 

^'From  the  arguments,  as  given  in  Bolle,  it  appears  that  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  who  was  first  heard,  contended,  first,  that  the 
licence,  being  a  licence  for  profit  and  not  merely  for  pleasure, 
and  being  also  for  a  certain  time  only,  namely,  till  he  could  sell 
his  hay,  was  not  revocable  :  and,  secondly,  even  if  the  liceno3 
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u^u^     was  revocable,  still  that  the  lease  to  the  defendant  was  an  implied, 

and  not  an  express  revocation,  and    therefore  was    inoperative 

against  him  without  notice ;  and  for  this  he  referred  to  Mallof^s 
Case  {q).  To  this  latter  proposition  the  Court  appears  to  have 
assented ;  but  Dodderidge,  J.,  suggested,  that,  even  if  the  licence 
was  in  force,  still  the  licenser  did  not  by  such  a  licence  preclude 
himself,  nor,  consequently,  his  tenant,  from  turning  cattle  on  the 
land,  and  that  the  licensee  ought  to  have  taken  care  to  protect 
the  hay  from  the  cattle.  As  to  this,  however,  the  Chief  Justice 
expressed  a  doubt.  The  defendant's  counsel  was  heard  some  days 
afterwards,  and  he  alleged  that  it  appeared  by  the  record,  that 
the  plaintiflE  had  had  two  years  to  sell  his  hay  before  the  defen- 
dant's cattle  had  eaten  it ;  and  he  argued  that  the  Court  would 
say,  as  matter  of  law,  that  this  was  more  than  reasonable  time ; 
and  to  this  the  Court  assented.  The  plaintiff's  counsel,  in  reply, 
reverted  to  the  distinction  between  the  licence  for  profit  and  a 
licence  for  pleasure ;  but  Dodderidge  denied  it,  and  said  that  a 
licence  to  dig  gravel,  though  a  licence  for  profit,  is  revocable; 
and  he  said  that  the  true  distinction  was  between  a  mere  licence, 
and  a  licence  coupled  tcith  an  interest  Judgment  was  eventually 
given  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  had 
more  than  reasonable  time  to  sell  the  hay. 

"  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  only  two  points  decided 
were,  first,  that  the  question  of  reasonable  time  was  for  the 
Court,  and  not  for  the  jury ;  and,  secondly,  that  two  years  was 
more  than  a  reasonable  time.  The  decision,  therefore,  itself  has 
no  bearing  on  the  point  for  which  it  was  cited ;  and  the  only 
support  which  the  case  affords  to  the  doctrine  contended  for  by 
the  present  plaintiff  is  what  is  said,  in  the  report  of  the  case  in 
Popham,  to  have  been  agreed  by  the  Court,  namely,  that  a  licence 
for  profit  for  a  term  certain  is  not  revocable;  a  proposition  to 
which,  with  the  qualification  we  have  ah^ady  pointed  out,  we 
entirely  accede.  It  is,  moreover,  by  no  means  certain  that  the 
licence  in  Webb  v.  Paternoster  was  not  a  licence  under  seal. 
The  defendant's  counsel  appears,  from  the  report  in  Bolle,  to 
speak  of  the  plaintiff  as  grantee  of  the  liberty  to  stack  hay,  &c. ; 
a  form  of  expression  not  very  appropriate,  if  used  in  respect  of  a 
party  who  had  a  mere  parol  licence;  and  the  Chief  Justice, 
according  to  the  report  in  Popham  and  Palmer,  says  that  the 


{q)  (1738),  5  Rep.  111. 
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plaintiff  had  an  interest  which  charged  the  land,  into  whose  hands 
soever  it  should  come.  And  Dodderidge,  J.,  according  to  the 
report  in  Palmer,  arguing  that  the  lessee  certainly  might  turn  his 
cattle  into  his  own  field,  and  was  not  hound  to  stop  their  mouths, 
says  it  was  folly  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  did  not,  together  with  the 
licence,  take  a  covenant  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  him  to  fence 
the  hat/  with  a  hedge.  From  these  expressions  (and  there  are 
others  in  the  various  reports  of  the  case  having  a  similar  aspect), 
it  certainly  seems  possible  that  the  licence  was  under  seal;  and 
then  the  only  point  would  be  that  which  alone  was  in  fact  decided, 
namely,  whether,  supposing  the  plaintiff  to  have  acquired  by 
grant  a  right  to  stack  his  hay  on  the  land  for  a  limited  time,  that 
limited  time  had  expired.  Even  supposing  the  licence  to  have 
been  a  mere  parol  licence,  yet  the  strong  probability  is  that  Webb 
had  purchased  the  hay  from  Sir  W.  Flummer  as  a  growing  crop, 
with  liberty  to  stack  it  on  the  land,  and  then  the  parol  licence 
might  be  good  as  a  licence  coupled  with  an  interest.  Be  this, 
however,  as  it  may,  the  decision,  as  we  have  ah-eady  pointed  out, 
has  very  little,  or  rather  no  bearing  on  the  case  before  us ;  and 
the  judgment  of  Dodderidge,  J.,  as  given  both  in  BoUe  and 
Palmer,  is  in  strict  accordance  with  what  was  afterwards  laid 
down  by  Yaughan,  C.  J.,  and  which  we  consider  to  be  consonant 
both  to  principle  and  authority. 

"  The  next  decision  in  order  of  time  is  that  of  Wood  v.  Lake^ 
in  Sayer,  p.  3.  There  the  defendant  had,  by  a  parol  agreement, 
given  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  stack  coals  on  the  defendant's 
land  for  a  term  of  seven  years.  After  the  plaintiff  had  enjoyed 
this  privilege  for  three  years,  the  defendant  locked  up  the  gate  of 
the  dose.  No  report  is  given  in  Sayer  of  the  arguments  at  the 
bar.  But  from  a  MS.  report  of  the  same  case,  referred  to  by 
Gribbs,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  WaterSj  and  which  MS.  we 
have  had  an  opportunity  of  consulting,  through  the  kindness  of 
the    representatives    of    the    late  Mr.    Justice   Burrough(r),  it 


Woody. 

Leadbitter. 


(r)  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the 
report  in  the  MS.  Yolome  of  Joatioe 
BaRough. 

GAS£. — A  parol  agreement  that  the 
plaintiff  ahonld  have  liberty  of  laying 
and  stacking  of  ooals  upon  defendant's 
close,  for  seven  years.  Afterwards, 
defendant  forbids  plaintiff  to  lay  any 
more  ooals  there,  and  shats  np  his  gates. 
Defendant  says,  that  plaintiff  was  bnt 


tenant  at  will.  QuaBre,  if  this  was  an 
interest  within  the  description  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds. 

'^Serjeant  Booth. — This  is  but  a  per- 
sonal licence  or  easement :  1  RoU.  Abr. 
859,  p.  4 ;  Boll.  Rep.  143, 152  ;  1  Sannd. 
321.  A  contract  for  sale  of  timber 
g^wing  npon  the  land  has  been  deter- 
mined to  be  out  of  the  statute :  1  Ld. 
Baym.  182.    Vide  the  difference  of  a 
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appears  that  the  argument  turned  wholly  on  the  pomt  whether 
the  privilege  of  stacking  the  coal  did  or  did  not  amount  to  a 
lease ;  for  if  it  did,  then  the  defendant  contended  it  was  void  after 
three  years,  under  the  Statute  of  Fitiuds,  as  not  being  in  writing. 
Lee,  C.  J.,  and  Denison,  J.,  held  it  to  be  no  lease,  nor  uncertain 
interest  in  land;  but  Foster,  J.,  doubted,  and  desired  time  to 
consider.  On  the  last  day  of  term,  the  Court  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff,  Foster  non  dissentiente. 

"  Supposing  the  Court  to  have  been  right  in  deciding  that  this 
was  not  a  lease  (which,  however,  is  doubted  by  Sir  E.  Sugden, 
see  1  V.  &  P.,  last  edit.  p.  139),  yet  no  grounds  are  stated  on 
which  it  could  be  held  good  as  an  easement  originating  merely  by 
parol.  Up  to  this  case  not  a  single  decision  is  to  be  found  giving 
countenance  to  any  such  proposition ;  and  we  are  compelled  to  say, 
that,  if  the  Court  proceeded  on  the  groimd  that  the  plaintiff  had 
acquired  the  easement  by  the  parol  licence,  we  do  not  think  it  can 
be  supported.  But  the  case  may,  perhaps,  have  been  decided  on 
another  ground.  The  defendant  himself  was  the  party  who  had 
agreed  to  give  the  easement  to  the  plaintiff;  and  although  the 
action  is  stated  to  have  been  an  action  on  the  case^  it  may  have  been 
a  mere  assumpsit — an  action  on  the  case  on  promises ;  and  in  suoh 
an  action  the  plaintiff  would  certainly  be  entitled  to  recover,  if  the 


licence  and  a  leaHe,  1  Lev.  194.  This 
must  be  taken  only  as  a  licence,  for  that 
the  coal-loaders  also  are  to  have  benefit, 
as  well  as  plaintiff. 

'*  Serjeant  Poole,  for  defendant. — 
Question  is,  if  any  interest  in  land 
passed  bj  the  agreement ;  for,  if  interest 
passed,  it  is  within  the  statute,  ergo  void, 
being  for  longer  term  than  three  years : 
Bro.  Licence,  p.  19  ;  Thome  y.  Seabriffht, 
Salk.  24  ;  Webb  v.  Fatemotter,  Poph. 
151.  A  licence  to  enter  upon  and  occupy 
land  amounts  to  a  lease.  The  plaintiff 
not  confined  to  a  particular  part  of  the 
close,  and  might  haye  covered  the  whole 
if  he  pleased ;  on  that  account  it  is  an 
uncertain  interest.  The  distinction  of 
licence  to  plaintiff  and  his  coaUloader, 
is  nothing ;  he  could  not  stack  the  coal 
himself,  and  it  is  merely  rague.  Ease- 
ment may  be  of  more  value  than  the 
inheritance;  ex.  gr.,  way-leave. 

*'  Lee,  G.  J. — If  this  be  a  lease,  as  it 
is  argued,  it  is  within  the  statute,  and 
void,  for  not  being  in  writing.  No 
answer  as  yet  is  given  to  the  case  in 
Popham,  when  the  stacking   of   hay, 


which  is  similar,  was  determined  to  be 
a  licence.  The  word  uncertain^  in  the 
statute,  means  uncertainty  of  duration, 
not  of  quantity.  Licence  was  not  re- 
vocable, and  here  is  no  case  to  show 
this  to  be  considered  as  a  lease. 

'*  Denison,  J. — This  seems  not  to  be 
an  interest,  so  called  in  the  langfuage  of 
the  law,  although  easements,  in  g^eral 
n)eaking,  may  be  called  interests.  Had 
the  plaintiff  such  an  interest  as  to  have 
maintained  a  clausum  fregit  P  Certainly 
not.  If  a  man  licences  to  enjoy  lands 
for  five  years,  there  is  a  lease,  because 
the  whole  interest  passes,  but  this  was 
only  a  licence  for  a  particular  purpose. 

*  *  Foster,  J. — ^Theeeinterests,  grounded 
upon  licences,  are  valuable,  and  deserve 
the  protection  of  the  law,  and  therefore 
may  perhaps  have  been  within  the  in- 
tention of  the  words  of  the  statute. — 
Desired  further  time  for  consideration  : 
stood  over. 

N.B. — ^Afterwards,  upon  motion  for 
judgment  the  last  day  of  term,  and  gave 
judgment  for  plaintiff|  Foster  non  dis- 
sentiente. 
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contract  was  not  (and  probably  the  Court  considered  it  was  not)       ^^  v- 

a  oontraot  oonoeming  land,  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  '-^ 

of  Frauds  («) . 

"  The  next  case  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies  is  Tayler  v.  Waters^ 
reported  in  7  Taunt.  374.    It  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  against 
the  door-keeper  of  the   Opera-house,  for  preventing  him  from 
entering   the  house  during  the  performance  of    an  opera.     It 
appeared  that  one  W.  Tayler,  being  in  possession  of  the  Opera- 
house,  OS  lessee  for  a  long  term  of  years,  by  a  deed,  dated  the  24th 
of  August,  1792,  assigned  his  interest  therein  to  trustees,  on  yarious 
trusts,  for  creditors  and  other  claimants,  and  ultimately  in  trust 
for  himself.    After  the  execution  of  this  deed,  Tayler  continued 
in  possession  by  the  permission  of  the  trustees,  and  he  carried  on 
and  managed  the  affairs  of  the  theatre.     In  March,  1799,  he  by 
deed,  granted  to  one  Gourgas,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  six 
silver  tickets,  entitling  the  holders  to  admission  to  the  theatre. 
One  of  these  tickets  was  sold  by  Gourgas  to  the  plaintiff  in  July, 
1799,  but  no  deed  of  assignment  to  him  was  executed.     In  1800, 
Taylor's  trustees  took  possession  of  the  theatre.      The  plaintiff, 
however,  was  allowed  to  attend  the  theatre,  by  virtue  of  his  ticket, 
until  the  year  1814,  when  the  defendant  Waters,  as  servant  of  the 
trustees,  prevented  him  from  entering  the  the^Itre;  and  for  this 
obstruction  the  action  was  brought.     The  cause  was  tried  before 
G.  J.  Gribbs,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  verdict 
was  afterwards  upheld  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.     The 
grounds  of  the  judgment  were,  that  the  right  under  the  silver 
ticket  was  not  an  interest  in  land,  but  a  licence  irrevocable  to 
permit  the  plaintiff  to  enjoy  certain  privileges  thereon;  that  it 
was  not  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in  writing,  and, 
consequently y  might  be  granted  without  a  deed. 

"  The  Chief  Justice,  in  support  of  that  doctrine,  relied  on  Webb 
V.  Paternoster^  which,  he  said,  showed  that  a  beneficial  licence,  to 
be  exercised  upon  land,  might  be  granted  without  deed,  and  could 
not  be  countermanded,  at  least  after  it  had  been  acted  on.  The 
same  ease,  he  added,  showed  that  the  interest  was  not  such  an 
interest  in  land  as  was  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in 
writing ;  as  to  which  last  point  all  doubt,  if  there  remained  any, 
had  (he  said)  been  removed  by  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Lake. 


(<)  [See  Jones  ▼.  Flint  (1839),  10  A.  &  E.  753  ;  60  B.  B.  627  ;  Wright  y.  Stavert 
(I860),  2£.  &E.  721.] 
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Wood  V.  «  This  judinnent  is  stated  by  the  learned  reporter  to  have  com- 

Leadbitter,  •tit  h-i  ti-t  •■•i 

pnsed  the  substance  of  the  arguments  on  both  sides,  and  wnich, 

therefore,  he  does  not  give  in  his  report.    We  must  infer  from  this 
that  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  not  called  in  the  argument  to 
the  principles  and  earlier  authorities,  to  which  we  have  adverted. 
Erooke,  in  his  Abridgment,  Dodderidge,  in  the  case  of  Webb  v. 
Paternoster^  and  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Honidon- 
on-theSiil  {t)f  all  state  in  the  most  distinct  manner  that  every 
licence  is  and  must  be  in  its  nature  revocable,  so  long  as  it  is  a 
mere  licence.    Where,  indeed,  it  is  connected  with  a  grant,  there  it 
may,  by  ceasing  to  be  a  naked  licence,  become  irrevocable :  but 
then  it  is  obvious  that  the  grant  must  exist  independently  of  the 
licence,  unless  it  be  a  grant  capable  of  being  made  by  parol,  or  by 
the  instrument  giving  the  licence.     Now  in  Tayler  v.  Waters  there 
was  no  grant  of  any  right  at  all,  unless  such  right  was  conferred 
by  the  licence  itself.     C.  J.  Gribbs  gives  no  reason  for  saying  that 
the  licence  was  a  licence  irrevocable,  and  we  cannot  but  think  that 
he  would  have  paused  before  he  sanctioned  a  doctrine  so  entirely 
repugnant  to  principle  and  to  the  earlier  authorities,  if  they  had 
been  fully  brought  before  the  Court.    Again,  the  Chief  Justice  is 
represented  as  saying  that  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  an 
interest  in  land  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that  comequenily 
it  might  be  granted  without  deed.     How  the  circumstance,  that 
the  interest  was  not  an  interest  in  land  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,   showed  it  to  be  grantable  without  deed,  we    cannot 
discover.     The  precise  point  decided  in  Webh  v.  Paternoster  is  not 
adverted  to,  and  it  is  assumed,  without  discussion,  that  the  licence 
there  must  have  been  a  parol  licence,  and  a  naked  licence,  imcon- 
nected  with  an  interest,  capable  of  being  created  by  parol.     This 
action  was  not,  as  it  may  have  been  in  Wood  v.  Lakey  an  action 
founded  on  the  contract.    It  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  the 
obstruction,  and  was  founded  on  the  supposition  that  an  actual 
right  to  enter  and  remain  in  the  theatre  had  vested  in  the  plaintiff, 
under  the  licence  conferred  by  the    silver    ticket.      With    all 
deference  to  the  high  authority  from  which  the  judgment  in 
Tayler  v.  Waters  proceeded,  we  feel  warranted  in  saying  that  it  is 
to  the  last  degree  unsatisfactory : — an  observation  which  we  have 
the  less  hesitation  in  making,  in  consequence  of  its  soundness 


(0  (1816),  4  M.  &  Sd.  562. 
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having  obviously  been  doubted  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  and     ^^,  ▼• 
Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  in  the  case  of  Hewlim  v.  Shippam,  1- 

"  The  fourth  and  last  case  relied  on  by  Mr.  Jervis  was  the  recent 
ease  of  Wood  v.  Manlei/,  in  the  Queen's  Bench  (w).  That  was  an 
action  for  trespass  quare  clausum  f regit ;  plea,  that  defendant  was 
possessed  of  a  large  quantity  of  hay  being  on  the  plaintiff's  close, 
and  that  by  leave  of  plaintiff  he  entered  on  the  dose  in  question 
to  remove  it.  Beplication,  de  injuria.  It  was  proved  at  the  trial 
that  the  hay  in  question  was  sold  in  January,  1838,  by  the 
plaintiff's  landlord,  who  had  seized  it  as  a  distress  for  rent.  The 
conditions  of  the  sale  were  that  the  purchaser  of  the  hay  might 
leave  it  on  the  close  until  Lady-day,  and  might  in  the  meantime 
come  on  to  the  close  from  time  to  time,  as  often  as  he  should  see 
fit,  to  remove  it.  These  condUiom  were  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  became  the  purchaser,  and  afterwards,  and  before 
Lady-day,  the  plaintiff  locked  up  the  close.  The  defendant  broke 
open  the  gate  in  order  to  remove  the  hay.  A  verdict  was  found 
for  the  defendant,  Erskine,  J.,  telling  the  jury  that  the  licence  to 
come  from  time  to  time  to  remove  the  hay  was  irrevocable. 
Mr.  Crowder  moved  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  on  the  ground  that 
the  licence  was  necessarily  revocable,  and  was  in  fact  revoked. 
But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  refused  to  grant  a  rule,  and,  we 
think,  quite  rightly.  This  was  a  case,  not  of  a  mere  licence,  but 
of  a  licence  coupled  with  an  interest.  The  hay,  by  the  sale, 
became  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  the  licence  to  remove  it 
became,  as  in  the  case  of  the  tree  and  the  deer,  put  by  C.  J. 
Yaughan,  irrevocable  by  the  plaintiff ;  and  the  rule  was  properly 
refused.  The  case  was  analogous  to  that  of  a  man  taking  my 
goods,  and  putting  them  on  his  land,  in  which  case  I  am  justified 
in  going  on  the  land  and  removing  them :  Yin.  Abr.  Trespass, 
(H)  a  2,  pi.  12 :  and  Fatriok  v.  Colenck  (x). 

"  It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  only  authority  necessarily  sup- 
porting the  present  plaintiff  in  the  proposition  for  which  he  is 
contending,  is  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Waters^  in  which  the  real 
difficulty  was  not  discussed,  nor  even  stated.  It  was  taken  for 
granted  that,  if  the  Statute  of  Frauds  did  not  apply,  a  parol 
lioence  was  sufficient,  and  the  necessity  of  an  instrument  imder 
seal,  by  reason  of  the  interest  in  question  being  a  right  in  nature 


(»)  (1839),  11  Ad.  &  K  30  ;  3  Per.  &  (i)  (1838),  3  H.  &  W.  483  ;  49  R.  R. 

B.  5.  696. 
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rZ^  ^-      of  an  easement,  was  by  some  inadvertence  kept  entirely  out  of 

'-.  sight ;  and  for  these  reasons,  even  if  there  had  been  no  conflicting 

decisions,  we  should  have  thought  that  case  to  be  a  very  unsafe 
guide  in  leading  us  to  a  decision  on  an  occasion  where  we  were 
called  on  to  lose  sight  of  the  ancient  landmarks  of  the  common  law. 
"  We  are  not,  however,  driven  to  say  that  we  shall  not  disre- 
gard that  case  merely  on  principle.     Giving  it  the  full  weight  of 
judicial  decision,   it  is  met  by  several  others,  which  wo    must 
entirely  disregard,  before  we  can  adopt  the  argument  of  the  plain- 
tiff.    In  the  cases  of  Fentiman  v.  Smith  (y),  and  Rex  v.  Horndon- 
oti-the-Hill  {z)  J  which  were  before  Taylev  v.  Waters^  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  expressly  recognized  the 
doctrine  that  a  licence  is  no  grant,  and  that  it  is  in  its  nature 
necessarily  revocable,  and  the  further  doctrine  that,  in  order  to 
confer  an  incorporeal  right,  an  instrument  under  seal  is  essential. 
And  in  the  elaborate  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
given  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  Heiclins  v.  Shippam  (a),  the  necessity  of  a 
deed,  for  creating  any  incorporeal  right  affecting  land,  was  ex- 
pressly recognized  and  formed  the  ground  of  the  decision.     It 
is  true  that  the  interest  in  question  in  that  case  was  a  freehold 
interest,  and  on  that  groimd  Bayley,  J.,  suggests  that  it  might  be 
distinguished  from  Tayler  v.  Waters;  but  in  an  earlier  part  of 
that  same  judgment,  he  states,  conformably  to  what  is  the  clear 
law,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  quantity  of  interest  made  no  diffe- 
rence ;  and  the  distinction  is  evidently  adverted  to  by  him,  not 
because  he  entertained  the  opinion  that  it  really  was  of  import- 
ance, but  only  in  order  to  enable  him  to  decide  that  case  without, 
in  terms,  saying  that  he  did  not  consider  the  case  of  Tayler  v. 
Waters  to  be  law.     The  doctrine  of  Ileiclins  v.  Shippam  has  since 
been  recognized  and  acted  upon  in  Bryan  v.  Whistler  (6),  Cocker 
V.  Coivper  (c),  and  Wallis  v.  Harrison  (rf),  and  it  would  be  impos- 
sible for  us  to  adopt  the  plaintiff's  view  of  the  law,  without  hold- 
ing all  those  cases  to  have  been  ill  decided.    It  was  suggested 
that,  in  the  present  case,  a  distinction  might  exist,  by  reason  of  the 
plaintiff's  having  paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  tlie  privil^e 
of  going   on   the  stand.    But  this  fact  makes  no  difference; 


(y)  (1803),  4  East,  107 ;  7  R.  R.  533.  {b)   (1828),  8  B.  &  G.  288 ;  32  R.  R. 

(r)  (1816),  4  M.  &  Bel.  665.  ^89  ^^^^^^^  ^  c.  M.  &  R.  418 ;  40 

(a)   (1826),  5  B.  &  C.  222 ;  31  R.  R.  R.  K.  626. 

767.  (rf)  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  638. 


BY  EXPRESS  AGREEMENT. 


61 


JFoodT. 
Leadbitter. 


whether  it  may  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  of  action  against  those 
from  whom  he  purchased  the  ticket,  or  those  who  authorized  its 
being  issued  and  sold  to  him,  is  a  point  not  necessary  to  be  dis- 
cussed ;  any  such  action  would  be  founded  on  a  breach  of  contract, 
and  would  not  be  the  result  of  his  having  acquired  by  the  ticket 
a  right  of  going  upon  the  stand,  in  spite  of  the  owner  of  the  soil ; 
and  it  is  sufficient,  on  this  point,  to  say  that  in  several  of  the 
cases  we  have  cited,  {Heicliiis  v.  Shippamy  for  instance,  and  Bryan 
V.  Whistler^)  the  alleged  licence  had  been  granted  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  but  that  was  held  not  to  make  any  difierence.  We 
do  not  advert  to  the  cases  of  Winter  v.  Brockwell  {e)  and  Liggina  v. 
Inge{f)y  or  other  cases  ranging  themselves  in  the  same  category, 
as  they  were  decided  on  grounds  inapplicable  to  the  case  now 
before  us,  and  were  in  fact  admitted  not  to  bear  upon  it. 

"In  conclusion,  we  have  only  to  say,  that,  acting  upon  the 
doctrine  relative  to  licences,  as  we  find  it  laid  down  by  Brooke,  by 
Mr.  Justice  Dodderidge,  and  by  C.  J.  Vaughan,  and  sanctioned 
by  Hcwlins  v.  Shippantj  and  the  other  modem  cases  proceeding  on 
the  same  principle,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  direc- 
tion given  to  the  jury  at  the  trial  was  correct,  and  that  this  rule 
must  be  discharged. — ^Eule  discharged  "  {g), 

[In  the  case  of  Perry  y.  Fitzhotce  {h)^  A.,  having  a  right  of  Ferrer. 
comimon,  appurtenant  to  Blackacre,  over  land  called  the  Heath,  ^*''^^^'- 
gave  B.  a  parol  permission  to  build  a  house  on  the  Heath.  B. 
built  in  pursuance  of  the  licence.  Blackacre  afterwards  came  by 
assignment  to  C,  who  pulled  down  the  building ;  and  upon  an 
action  of  trespass  being  brought  by  B.,  C.  pleaded,  inter  alia,  a 
justification  under  an  immemorial  right  of  common  appurtenant  to 


{e)  (1807),  8  East,  308  ;  9  R.  R.  454. 

(/)  (1831),  7  Bing.  682 ;  33  R.  R.  615. 

(y)  [Cf.  Adanu  v.  Andrews  (1850),  15 
Q.  B.  284  ;  Taplin  v.  Florence  (1851), 
10  C.  B.  744  ;  84  R.  R.  773.  In  Bell  v. 
Midland  Rail,  Co.  (1859),  3  De  Gex  & 
Jooes,  673,  coram  the  Iiords  JoBtioeH,  it 
▼as  attempted  to  apply  the  authority  of 
Wood  v.  Leodbitter  to  a  case  where,  an 
Act  of  Parliament  having  authorized  the 
owners  of  lands  adjoining  a  railway  to 
odDstmct  branch  railways  or  sidings  bo 
as  to  form  continuous  communication 
from  Uieir  own  lands  to  the  railway, 
with  a  provision  for  the  settlement  by 
JQStices  of  any  dispute  as  to  the  proper 
place  for  the  sidings,  the  plaintiff  had 


constructed  and  used  a  siding  at  a  par- 
ticular spot  with  the  assent  of  the  com- 
pany,  which  they  afterwards  attempted 
to  revoke ;  the  company  relied  upon  the 
authority  of  Wood  v.  Leadbitter  and  the 
class  of  cases  of  which  it  is  one,  but 
without  success,  the  Court  holding  that 
those  authorities  have  no  bearing  upon 
such  a  case.  Nor  do  they  apply  to  the 
ordinary  contract  entered  into  by  a 
railway  company  for  the  carriage  of  a 
passenger ;  Butler  v.  Manchester ^  Sheffieldy 
and  Lincolnshire  Rail.  Co,  (1883),  L.  R. 
21  Q.  B.  D.  207.  Nor  can  they  be  set 
up  by  a  mere  wrongdoer,  against  the 
possessory  right  of  a  licensee ;  Northam 
v.  HurUy  (18631,  1  E.  &  B.  665.] 
(h)  (1846),  8  Q.  B.  757  ;  70  R.'R.  626. 
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Ferry  v.      [BlaokaoTG,  over  the  Heath.    The  Court  held  that  to  that  plea  it 

1-  was  a  bad  replication  that  A.  had  given  the  licence,  and  that  B. 

had  built  the  house  under  that  licence ;  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  was  setting  up  a  grant  of  a  freehold  interest,  binding  the 
inheritance  of  Blackacre  by  restricting  the  right  of  common  appur- 
tenant to  it,  and  that  such  grant  must  be  by  deed  under  seal.     It 
was  argued  that  the  case  fell  within  the  principle  of  the  authorities, 
as  to  the  efPect  of  a  parol  licence  executed  in  extinguishing  an 
easement ;  so  that  the  right  of  common  might  be  considered  to  be 
extinguished  in  the  spot  on  which  the  building  was  erected.     The 
judgment  does  not  advert  to  the  distinction  between  the  effect  of  a 
licence  operating,  when  acted  upon,  by  way  of  extinguishment  of 
an  existing  right,  and  one  operating  by  way  of  grant  of  a  right  to 
interfere  with  that  right,  supposing  it  not  to  be  extinguished ;  for 
it  is  laid  down  by  the  Court  that  the  licence  could  only  operate,  if 
at  all,  in  the  last-mentioned  way,  which  it  clearly  could  not  do. 
And,  having  regard  to  this,  and  also  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  a 
right  of  common  appurtenant  by  prescription  (which  is  in  its  natnxe 
entire  (i),  and  an  extinguishment  of  which  by  act  of  its  owner  in 
any  part  of  the  land  over  which  it  is  claimed  works  at  common 
law  (k)  an  extinguishment  of  it  over  the  whole),  and  further  to  the 
fact  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  licensee  had  any  interest  in  the 
land  upon  which  he  was  licensed  to  build,  the  judgment  cannot  be 
said  to  be  opposed  to  the  authorities  above  referred  to,  as  to  the 
binding  effect  of  a  licence  given  by  the  owner  of  a  dominant 
tenement  to  the  owner  of  the  servient,  to  erect  some  permanent 
structure  on  his  land,  inconsistent  with  the  continuance  of  the  ease- 
ment.    It  is  difficult,  however,  to  reconcile  the  opinion  expressed 
by  the  Court,  that  the  doctrine  of  such  cases  as  Winter  y.  Brock' 
well  only  applies  as  between  the  original  licenser  and  the  licensee, 
and  would  not  bind  an  assignee  of  the  former,  with  the  interpre- 
tation of  that  case  in  the  authorities  already  cited  in  this  chapter, 
and  those  which  will  be  found  collected  post.  Part  V.  Chap.  II. 
Sects.  2,  3,  as  to  the  extinguishment  of  easements,  where   the 
distinctions  between  the  different  kinds  of  easements  and  profits 
d  prendre,  in  respect  of  this  question,  are  noticed. 


(t)  See  the  diBtinotion  in  this  respect  JFilliuma  (1857),  16  Q.  B.  546. 
between  a  right  acquired  under  Lord 

Tenterden's  Act  and  by  prescription  at  W  Co.  Lit.  122  a;  4  Rep.  38a;  Cruise, 

the  common  law  explained  in  Daviea  v.  Big.  Title  XXIII.,  Common,  §§43,  82. 
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[There  is  nothing  in  the  cafles  cited  to  prevent  a  oonrt  of  law  Damagee. 
from  giving  damages  for  a  breach  of  a  written  agreement  to  grant 
a  licence  irrevocable  for  a  definite  period ;  the  role  established  is, 
that  snch  an  agreement  passes  no  legal  interest  in  the  soil  (/). 

And  a  licensee  whose  licence  is  revoked  is  entitled  to  reasonable  Reyocation. 
notice  of  the  revocation  (m). 

(b.)  Equity, 

There  may  be  an  equitable  right  to  an  easement  by  agreement,  Equitable 
and  without  a  deed.    If,  indeed,  the  agreement  be  voluntary,  equity  "^^^^^ 
will  not  interfere  to  enforce  it ;  nor  will  it  be  enforced  as  against  a  without  deed. 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice.    But,  if  there  is  an  agreement 
to  grant  an  easement  for  a  good  and  substantial  consideration, 
equity  considers  it  (as  between  the  parties  to  the  agreement  and 
persons  taking  with  notice)  as  granted,  and  will  either  decree  a 
legal  grant  or  restrain  a  disturbance  by  injunction  (n). 

In  Duke  of  Devonshire  v.  Eglin  (o)  the  defendant  verbally  con-  j)nj^  o/ 
aented  to  the  plaintiff's  ma<king  a  watercourse  through  his  laud  on  ^^otuhire  v. 
being  paid  a  reasonable  compensation.  The  watercourse  was  made, 
but  no  grant  was  executed  and  no  sum  arranged.  After  nine  years' 
user  the  defendant  stopped  it  up ;  he  was  restrained  by  decree  from 
80  doing,  and  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  proper  com- 
pensation. The  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  answered  by 
the  part  performance. 

In  Moreland  v.  Richardson  (p)  the  plaintiffs  had  purchased  from  ^forelandy, 
the  trostees  of  a  chapel  graves  in  a  burying-ground  attached  ^»<^^<""<'»^' 
to  the  chapel,  and  received  receipts  for  their  purchase  money 
stating  that  the  graves  were  sold  in  perpetuity.      The  Master  of 
the  Bolls  held  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  their  family  vaults, 
and  the  spot  on  which  they  were  situate,  kept  undef  aced  and  unob- 


(/)  Smart  ▼.  Jtmet  (1864),  33  L.  J., 
N.  S.,  C.  P.  154  ;  cf.  Duke  of  Swneraet 
T.  %!«//( 1826),  5  B.  &  C.  875  ;  29  R.  R. 
449;  jLerrUo;^  v.  Smith,  [1897]  2  Q.  B. 
445. 

(«0  Carnuh  r.  Stubbt  (1870),  L.  R.  5 
C.  P.  335;  Mtllor  ▼.  JFatkins  (1874), 
L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  400 ;  Aldin  v.  Latimer 
dark,  Muirhead  ^  Co.,  [1894]  2  Ch.  437  ; 
WUkon  V.  Tavener,  [1901]  1  Ch.  578  ;  c£. 
Lowe  Y.  AdaiM,  [1901]  2  Ch.  598.  Bist. 
Ltmvum  v.  Webb   [1895]  A.  C.  1. 

(n)  Prancis'  Maximi).  13  ;  Fonbl.  £q. 
B.  1,  c.  6,  8.  9.  Cf.  WaUh  t.  Lonedale 
(1882),  L.  R.  21  Cai.  Div.  9  (agreement 


for  lease) ;  Jonee  y.  Watte  (1890),  43 
Ch.  Div.  574  (as  to  title  on  ag^reement 
for  lease  of  easement) ;  Lowe  v.  Adame, 
[1901]  2  Ch.  598  (right  to  shoot)  ;  May 
V.  Belleville,  [1906]  2  Ch.  606  (convey- 
anoe  not  executed) ;  and  see,  as  to  notice, 
Servey  t.  Smith  (1855),  1  K.  &  J.  at 
p.  394,  and  Frinsep  y.  Belgravia  Estate^ 
Ltd.,  W.  N.  (1896),  p.  39;  and  on  the 
whole  i>aragraph  in  the  text,  Cooke  v. 
Chilcott  (1876),  L.  R.  3  C.  D.  694. 

(o)  (1851),  14  Beay.  630;  92  R.  R.  201. 

{p)  (1856),  22  Beay.  596 ;  26  L.  J., 
Ch.  690. 
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Moreland  y, 
Riehardton, 


McManns  y. 
Cooke. 


Hatiingn  y. 
North  EfuUm 
Rail,  Co, 


[literated,  and  enjoined  succeeding  trustees  from  removing,  defacing, 
obliterating  or  injuring  the  graves  and  monuments  belonging  to 
the  plaintiffs.     The  right  of  burial  was  treated  as  an  easement. 

In  McManus  v.  Cooke  {q)  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  being 
owners  of  adjoining  houses,  had  entered  into  a  verbal  agreement, 
under  which  a  party-wall  was  to  be  pulled  down  and  rebuilt  at  their 
joint  expense,  and  each  party  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  make  a  lean- 
to  skylight  resting  on  the  new  party- wall  and  running  up  to  the  sill 
of  the  first-floor  window  of  his  own  building.  The  defendant 
having  shaped  his  skylight  so  as  to  show  above  the  wall  and 
obstruct  some  of  the  light  coming  to  the  plaintifE's  skylight, 
Kay,  J.,  granted  an  injunction,  holding  that  the  agreement  was  for 
an  easement  of  light,  and  that  the  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
(if  good)  was  answered  by  the  plainttfiE's  part  performance. 

In  Hastings  {Lord)  v.  North  Eastern  Rail.  Co,  (r),  where  the 
owner  in  fee  of  land,  by  an  agreement  under  seal  agreed  to  grant 
by  lease,  in  the  form  set  out  verbatim  in  the  agreement,  a  way- 
leave  over  his  land,  with  the  right  to  make  and  use  certain  rail- 
ways  thereon,  aad  the  form  of  lease  embodied  in  the  agreement 
reserved  to  the  grantor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  periodical  pay- 
ment on  coal,  &c.,  carried  over  certain  railways  (including  railways 
not  running  over  land  of  the  grantor),  and  gave  to  the  grantor, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  powers  of  distress  and  entry  for  non-payment 
of  rent,  and  contained  a  covenant  by  the  grantee  with  the  grantor, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  pay  the  rent  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
it  was  held  that  the  interest  of  the  grantee  under  the  agreement 
(no  formal  lease  having  been  executed  but  the  grantee  having 
entered  and  constructed  the  railways)  was  not  a  mere  licence,  but 
an  incorporeal  hereditament,  capable  of  being  inherited  or  assigned, 
and  that  the  rent,  whether  for  coal  carried  over  the  original 
grantor's  land  or  not,  must  be  regarded  as  payable  in  respect  of 
the  land  leased,  and  was  consequently  payable,  after  the  death  of 
the  original  grantor,  to  his  successor  in  title,  as  the  owner  of  the 
reversion  within  32  Henry  VIII.,  c.  34,  s.  1,  and  not  to  the  legal 
personal  representatives  of  the  original  owner,  there  being  sufficient 
privity  of  estate  between  the  owners  of  the  land  over  which  the 
way-leave  was  granted,  and  the  grantee,  to  enable  such  owners 
to  sue  the  grantee  on  the  covenant  for  payment. 


{q)  (1887),  L.  B.  35  Ch.  D.  681.  656 ;  affd.  sub  nom.  North-JEaattrn  EaU- 

(r)  [1898]  2  Ch.  674;   [1899]  1   Ch.       ivay  y.  Hastifips  {Lord),  [1900']  A.  C,  260. 
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[In  Mat/ Y.  Belkmlle {s)^  two  adjoining  farms,  called  "White  jr^yv. 
Lodge"  and  "CoxhiU/'  had  for  many  years  prior  to  1902  been  ^^'^'^"^• 
owned  by  the  same  person,  and  while  thus  united  in  title,  the 
tenants  of  Coxhill  had,  by  leave  (either  asked  or  not),  used  a 
way  over  White  Lodge.  In  1902  White  Lodge  was  sold  under 
an  agreement  embodying  particulars  of  sale  under  which  the 
properiy  had  shortly  before  been  offered  at  auction,  in  which 
appeared,  at  the  foot  of  the  description  of  White  Lodge,  the 
following  words,  "  There  is  also  reserved  to  the  vendor,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  the  owners  and  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  lots  24 
and  23"  (lot  24  being  Coxhill),  "and  their  servants  and  others 
authorized  by  them,  all  rights  of  way  hitherto  exercised  by  them 
in  respect  of  such  lots  over  any  portion  of  this  lot  27  "  (White 
Lodge).  The  conveyance  of  White  Lodge  to  the  purchaser  con- 
tamed  a  reservation  to  the  vendor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  &c.,  of  all 
lights  of  way  theretofore  esercised  in  respect  of  Coxhill  and 
another  farm  over  any  portion  of  White  Lodge.  This  convey- 
ance was  executed  by  the  vendor,  but  not  by  the  purchaser.  In 
an  action  by  the  vendor  against  an  assign  of  the  purchaser,  it  was 
held  by  Buckley,  J.,  that  the  purchaser  was  bound  in  equity  by 
the  reservation,  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  did  not  apply,  and  that 
the  assign  of  the  purchaser  necessarily  had  notice  of  the  reserva- 
tion, and  was  bound  thereby,  and  an  injunction  was  granted 
restraining  the  defendant  from  interfering  with  the  right  of  way. 

(c.)  As  to  the  effect  of  Acquiescence. 

There  is  now  a  large  number  of  cases  in  which  an  agreement  to  Constructive 
pant  an  easement  or  some  other  right  has  been  inferred — or,  more  ^™"  ' 
oorreotly,  has  been  imputed  to  the  person  who  is  in  a  position  to 
make  the  grant,  on  account  of  some  action  or  inaction  on  his  part. 
These  cases  rest  on  the  equitable  doctrine  of  acquiescence ;  but  they 
may  be  referred  to,  for  the  purpose  of  classification,  as  imputed  or 
constructive  grants. 
The  rule  has  been  variously  stated  by  the  judges  as  follows  : —  Statements 
"  This  Court  will  not  permit  a  man  knowingly,  though  but  J^*^®  ''^^* 
paarively,  to  encourage  another  to    lay  out    money  under    an  Spurrier. 
erroneous  opinion  of  title ;  and  the  circumstance  of  looking  on  is 
in  many  cases  as  strong  as  using  terms  of  encouragement  (^).'' 

(»)  [1905]  2  Ch.  605 ;  ol.  Sadeliffe  v.  (t)  Lord  Eldon,  in  Dann  v.  Spim^ier 

Satfet,  [1901]  1  Ir.  B.  101.  (1802),  7  Ves.  at  p.  235  ;  6  R.  R.  119. 

G.  5 
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Ctmal  Co. 


WiUiamt  y. 
Earl  of  Jersey, 


Duke  of 
Beaufort  v. 
Fatriek. 


Mamtden  ▼. 
Dyeon, 


^nUatil^^^^^  ["To  have  a  work  erected  at  great  expense,  whether  private  or 
pubKo,  removed  by  this  Court  as  a  nuisance,  the  person  com- 
plaining should  have  given  notice  not  to  proceed,  otherwise  the 
Court  will  leave  the  complainant  to  law  {u)V 

"A  party,  having  an  equity,  loses  that  equity,  as  against 
another  person,  by  permitting  him  to  go  on  dealing  with  property 
in  ignorance  of  such  equity  (t?)." 

"  He  who  stands  by  and  encourages  an  act  cannot  afterwards 
complain  of  it,  or  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  that  which  he 
has  permitted  to  be  done  (a?)." 

"  If  a  stranger  begins  to  build  on  my  land,  supposing  it  to  be  his 
own,  and  I,  perceiving  his  mistake,  abstain  from  setting  him  right, 
and  leave  him  to  persevere  in  his  error,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
allow  me  afterwards  to  assert  my  title  to  the  land  on  which  he  had 
expended  money  on  the  supposition  that  the  land  was  his  own.  It 
considers  that,  when  I  saw  the  mistake  into  which  he  had  fallen, 
it  was  my  duty  to  be  active  and  to  state  my  adverse  title ;  and  that 
it  would  be  dishonest  in  me  to  remain  wilfully  passive  on  such  an 
occasion,  in  order  afterwards  to  profit  by  the  mistake  which  I  might 
have  prevented. 

"  But  it  will  be  observed  that,  to  raise  such  an  equity,  two  things 
are  required  :  first,  that  the  person  expending  the  money  supposes 
himself  to  be  building  on  his  own  land ;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
real  owner  at  the  time  of  the  expenditure  knows  that  the  land 
belongs  to  him,  and  not  to  the  person  expending  the  money  in  the 
belief  that  he  is  the  owner.  For  if  a  stranger  builds  on  my  land 
knowing  it  to  be  mine,  there  is  no  principle  of  equity,  which  would 
prevent  my  claiming  the  land  with  the  benefit  of  all  the  expendi- 
ture made  on  it.  There  would  be  nothing  in  my  conduct,  active  or 
passive,  making  it  inequitable  in  me  to  assert  my  legal  rights. 

"It  follows  as  a  corollary  from  these  rules,  or  perhaps  it 
would  be  more  accurate  to  say  it  forms  part  of  them,  that,  if  my 
tenant  builds  on  land  which  he  holds  under  me,  he  does  not 
thereby,  in  the  absence  of    special  circumstances,   acquire  any 


This  statement  was  adopted  by  Lord 
Gran  worth,  V.-C,  in  Rochdale  Canal  Co, 
V.  King  (1851),  2  Sim.  N.  8.  at  p.  88 ; 
89  R.  R.  211 ;  and  by  BomiUy,  M.  B., 
in  Cotching  v.  Baeeett  (1862),  32  Beav.  at 
p.  111. 

(m)  Per  Lord  Manners,  in  Jonee  v. 
Boydl  Canal  Co.,  2  Molloy's  Ir.  Ch. 
Bqp.  319. 


(v)  Lord  Cottenham,  in  WiUiame  t. 
Earl  of  Jersey  (1841),  1  Craig  &  Ph.  at 
p.  96 ;  54  B.  B.  219. 

(x)  Lord  BomiUy,  M.  B.,  in  Ihtke  of 
Beaufort  v.  Fatriek  (1853J,  17  Beav.  at 
p.  74.  And  so  Lord  Chelmsford,  C,  in 
Somersetshire  Canal  v.  Sarcourt  (1868),  2 
De  a.  &  J.  at  p.  608. 
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[right   to  prevent   me  from  taking  possession  of  the  land  and    ^msden  v. 

buildings  when  the  tenancy  has  determined.     He  knew  the  extent  '- — 

of  his  interest ;  and  it  was  his  folly  to  expend  money  upon  a  title 
which  he  knew  would  or  might  soon  come  to  an  end  (y)." 

"If  a  man  under  a  verbal  agreement  with  a  landlord  for  a 
certain  interest  in  land,  or,  what  amounts  to  the  same  thing, 
under  an  expectation,  created  or  encouraged  by  the  landlord,  that 
he  shall  have  a  certain  interest,  takes  possession  of  such  land  with 
the  consent  of  the  landlord,  and,  upon  the  faith  of  such  promise  or 
expectation,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  landlord  and  without  ob- 
jection by  him,  lays  out  money  upon  the  land,  a  court  of  equity 
will  compel  the  landlord  to  give  effect  to  such  promise  or 
expectation  (z)." 

It  is  an  important  question,  what  amount  or  quality  of  en-  What  is 
couragement  or  acquiescence  is  sufficient  to  give  rise  to  the  equity,  ^^^^s^^^'^^®- 
When  the  encouragement  to  expenditure  is  active,  and  is  accom- 
panied either  by  an  actual  representation  of  the  alleged  grantor's 
intention  to  grant  the  right  claimed,  or  by  a  silence  which  may 
lead  to  an  expectation  that  the  right  will  be  granted,  there  is  of 
course  no  doubt  that  the  agreement  to  grant  wiU  be  imputed  under 
the  rule  (a).  And,  even  although  there  be  no  active  encourage- 
ment, if  one  lie  quietly  by  and  witness  an  expenditure  which  must 
be  thrown  away  or  greatly  diminished  in  value  except  it  be  supple- 
mented by  the  grant  claimed,  and  if  there  be  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  person  so  lying  by  a  misconception  on  the  part  of  the  building 
owner,  then  the  rule  appears  to  take  effect  (6);  But  if  such  a 
notice  be  given  to  the  person  incurring  the  expenditure,  or  if  he 


[y)  Lord  Cranworth,  in  Bamsden  v. 
7)yio«  (1866],  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  at  p.  140. 
Cf.  as  to  the  last  point,  Ati.-Oen,  y. 
n^lud  (1744),  9  Mod.  407,  at  p.  411. 

[z)  Per  Lord  Kingsdown,  in  JRamfden 
T.  Dytm  (1866),  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  at 
p.  170 ;  quoted  by  James,  V.-C,  in 
Bankart  v.  Tennant  (1870),  L.  R.  10  Eq. 
It  p.  146  ;  Civil  Service  Musical  Jmtru- 
went  Auoeiaiu»i  v.  Whiteman  (1899),  80 
L.  T.  685;  68  L.  J.  Ch.  484. 

(a)  Watercourse  Case^  and  Short  v. 
Taylor  (1710),  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  622,  pi.  3 
(below,  p.  71) ;  Lord  Cawdor  v.  Lewie 
(1855),  1  Y.  &  C.  Eich.  in  Eq.  427  ; 
Jaclcwi  V.  Cator  (1800),  5  Ves.  688  ;  6 
R.R.  144;  Brydgeey,  Kilbume  (1792), 
cited  ibid. :  JFillianu  v.  £arl  of  Jersey 
(1841),  1  Craig  &  PhU.  91 ;  54  R.  R. 
219  (bebw,  p.  72) ;  iLochdale  Canal  Co. 


V.  King  (1861),  2  Sim.  N.  S.  78;  16 
Beav.  630 ;  89  R.  R.  211  (below,  p.  72); 
Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Patrick  (1853),  17 
Beav.  60 ;  Laird  v.  Birkenhead  Bail.  Co. 
(1869),  Jop.  600  (below,  p.  73) ;  Cat- 
ching T.  Baseett  (1862),  32  Bear.  101 
(below,  p.  74). 

(b)  East  India  Co.  v.  Vincent  (1740),  2 
Atk.  83  (below,  p.  71) ;  Clavering^s  Case, 
per  Lord  Loughborough,  6  Ves.  690  ;  5 
R.  R.  146  ;  Powell  v.  Thoituis  (1848),  6 
Hare,  300,;  77  R.  R.  116  ;  Rochdale 
Canal  Co.  t.  King  (1851),  ubi  sup. ;  Mold 
V.  Wheateroft  (1859),  27  Beav.  610  ; 
Lavies  v.  Sear  (1869),  L.  R.  7  Eq.  427 
(below,  p.  76) ;  Bankart  v.  Tennant 
(1870),  L.  R.  10  Eq.  141  (below,  p.  76) ; 
Crook  V.  Corporation  of  Seaford  (1871), 
L.  R.  6  Ch.  551.  See  the  observationa 
in  Blanehard  v.  Bridges  (below,  p.  75). 
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ACQUISITION  OF  BASEMENTS. 


What  IB 
acquiescence. 


[possess  suoh  knowledge  as  must  dispel  any  misconception  as  to  the 
intentions  of  the  person  in  whom  the  right  exists,  this  is  sufficient 
to  prevent  the  equity  from  arising  (c) ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  notice  should  he  repeated  though  the  expenditure  continues  {d). 
Acquiescence  is  of  course  inoperative  without  knowledge  of  the 
expenditure  (e). 

"It  has  been  said,"  said  Fry,.  J.,  in  Willmott  v.  Barber  {J)^ 
"  that  the  acquiescence  which  will  deprive  a  man  of  his  legal  rights 
must  amount  to  fraud,  and  in  my  view  that  is  an  abbreviateil 
statement  of  a  very  true  proposition.  A  man  is  not  to  be  deprived 
of  his  legal  rights  unless  he  has  acted  in  such  a  way  as  would  make 
it  fraudulent  for  him  to  sot  up  those  rights.  What,  then,  are  the 
elements  or  requisites  necessary  to  constitute  fraud  of  that  descrip- 
tion ?  In  the  first  place,  the  plaintiff  must  have  made  a  mistake 
as  to  his  legal  rights.  Secondly,  the  plaintiff  must  have  expended 
some  money  or  must  have  done  some  act  (not  necessarily  upon  the 
defendant's  land)  on  the  faith  of  his  mistaken  belief.  Thirdly,  tlio 
defendant,  the  possessor  of  the  legal  right,  must  know  of  the  exis- 
tence of  his  own  right  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  right  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff.  If  he  does  not  know  of  it,  he  is  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  the  plaintiff,  and  the  doctrine  of  acquiescence  is  founded 
upon  conduct  with  a  knowledge  of  your  own  legal  rights. 
Fourthly,  the  defendant,  the  possessor  of  the  legal  right,  must  know 
of  the  plaintiff's  mistaken  belief  of  his  rights.  If  he  does  not, 
there  is  nothing  which  calls  upon  him  to  assert  his  own  rights. 
Lastly,  the  defendant,  the  possessor  of  the  legal  right,  must  have 
encouraged  the  plaintiff  in  his  expenditure  of  money  or  in  other 
acts  which  he  has  done,  either  directly  or  by  abstaining  from 
asserting  his  legal  right.  Where  all  these  elements  exist,  there  is. 
fraud  of  such  a  nature  as  will  entitle  the  Court  to  restrain  the  pos- 
sessor of  the  legal  right  from  exercising  it ;  but,  in  my  judgment, 
nothing  short  of  this  will  do." 


ie)  East  India  Co,  v.  Vincent  (1740), 
ubi  sup.,  per  Lord  Hardwicke ;  iJann  v. 
SpunHer  (1802),  7  Ves.  231 ;  6  R.  R. 
119;  Filling  v.  Armitagr  (1806),  12  Vea. 
78,  85;  8  R.  R.  295;  Durham  ami 
Sunderland  Rail.  v.  JFatcn  (1840),  3 
Bear.  119;  52  R.  R.  66;  Raimden  v. 
Dyton  (1866),  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  129.  Cf. 
Kemveif  v.  Broivne,  3  Ridgr.  462,  518; 
Att.'Gen.  v.  Haliol  (1744),  9  Mad.  407, 
411.  The  case  of  Birmingham  Canal  Co, 
V.  Xfoyrf(l812),  18  Ves.  615;  11  R.  R. 
245,  stands  on  a  peculiar  footing ;  see 


Haines  v.  Taylor  (1847),  2  Phill.  209  ;  78 
R.  R.  71. 

(d)  Master  of  Clare  Hall  v.  Harding 
(1848),  6  Hare,  273  ;  77  R.  R.  Ho. 

{e)  Dann  v.  Spurrier  (1802),  nM  snp. 

(/)  (1880),  L.  R.  16  Ch.  D.  at  p.  106; 
repeated  bj  the  same  judge  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  Husselly.  ffattt  (1883), 
L.  R.  25  Gh.  Div.  at  p.  685,  and  see 
Civil  Service  Musical  Instrument  Aftfoeio' 
tionv.  Whiteman  (1899),  80  L.  T.  685; 
68  L.  J.  Ch.  484. 
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[A  company  acquiescing  in  expenditure  is  as  much  bound  by  Company, 
the   rule  as  an   individual  (g) ;    and,  although   an   infant  incurs 
no  obligation  by  lying  by  during  his  minority  (A),  yet,  if  he  con-  Infant, 
tinue  after  attaining  his  full  age  to  permit  expenditure  to  be 
incurred  or  rights  to  be  lost,  the  equity  will  attach  (t).     A  rever- 
sioner is  as  much  bound  by  his  own  acquiescence  as  he  would  be  if  BeveMioner. 
he  were  in  possession  (A'). 

With  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  the  principle  will  be  en- 
forced, Eomilly,  M.  E.,  in  the  case  of  Bankart  v.  Houghton  (/),  ^®^^ 
made  a  distinction  between  a  person  resisting  an  injunction  on  the 
ground  of  the  acquiescence  of  the  person  asking  for  it,  and  one 
taking  active  steps  to  restrain  on  this  ground  an  action  at  law. 
Bat  it  seems  to  be  clear  that,  since  the  passing  of  the  Judicature 
Acts,  no  such  distinction  exists ;  and  the  principle  has  been  applied, 
not  only  as  a  bar  to  an  injunction  {m)  or  action  at  law  (w),  but  as 
a  ground  for  restraining  on  act  inconsistent  with  the  right 
claimed  (o).  Whether  a  legal  grant  would  in  any  case  be  decreed, 
is  more  doubtful  {p). 

The  constructive  grant  is  of  course  merely  an  equitable  right,  Asaign  of 
and  would  not  bind  an  assignee  of  the  grantor  for  value  without  J^^^gcinir 
notice.    But,  in  practice,  the  structure  or  other  work  in  respect  of 
"which  the  grant  is  claimed,  would  often  be  of  such  a  kind  that  no 
person  could  take  the  property  without  being  put  on  inquiry  as  to 


is)  Boehdale  Canal  Co,  v.  King  (1851), 
nbi  snp. ;  Laird  v.  Birkenhead  Bail,  Co. 
(1859),  Joh.  600  (below,  p.  73)  ;  Crook 
T.  Corporation  of  Staford  (1871),  L.  R.  6 
Ch.  551. 

(A)  Per  Lord  Gottenham,  in  Duke  of 
l^«d*  T.  Earl  of  Amherst  (1846),  2  PluU. 
at  p.  123;  78  R.  R.  47. 

(»)  Somerset  Coal  Canal  Co.  v.  Har- 
«*rt(1857),  24  Beav.  671 ;  2  De  G.  & 
J.  096. 

j^)  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Patrick  (1863), 
17  BeaT.  60.  Of.  aa  to  a  mortg^agee, 
MMr.  WheaUroft  (1869),  27  Beav.  610. 

(/)  (1859).  27  Beav.  425  (below,  p.  73). 

(•I)  Brydges  v.  KUburne  (1792),  cited 
h  Ve«.  689  ;  6  R.  H.  146 ;  BoehdaU  Canal 
ft.  T.  King  (1861),  2  Sim.  N.  S.  73  ;  16 
Beav.  630 ;  89  R.  R.  211  (below,  p.  72). 

(»]  Watereourte  Cau,  2  Eq.  Gas.  Abr. 
W2  (below,  p.  71) ;  Stiles  v.  Coufper 
(1748),  3  Atk.  692  ;  IFilHanu  v.  Karl  of 
/«my  (1841),  1  Craig  &  Ph.  91  (below, 
p.  72) ;  64  R.  R.  219 ;  Powell  v.  Thomas 
(IW8),  6  Hare,  300;    77  R.  R.  116; 


Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Patrick  (1853),  17 
Beav.  60;  Somerset  Coal  Canal  Co.  v. 
Harcourt  (1857),  24  Beav.  671 ;  2  De  G. 
&  J.  595  ;  Davies  v.  Scar  (1869),  L.  R.  7 
Eq.  427. 

{o)  East  India  Co.  v.  Vincent  (1740),  2 
AtK.  83  (below,  p.  71) :  Jackson  v.  Cator 
(1800),  6  Vee.  688  ;  6  R.  R.  144  ;  Laird 
\.  Birkenhead  Bail.  Co.  (1859),  Joh.  600 
(below,  p.  73) ;  Cotehing  v.  Bassett  (1862), 
32  Beav.  101  (below,  p.  74);  Civil 
Service  Musical  Instrument  Association  v. 
Whiteman  (1899),  80  L.  T.  685;  68 
L.  J.  Ch.  484. 

(p)  See  and  consider  Stiles  v.  Cowper 
(1748),  3  Atk.  692 ;  Covering's  Case,  6 
Ves.  690;  5  R.  R.  146;  Hardcastle  v. 
Shafto  (1793),  1  Anstr.  184  ;  Duke  of 
Beaufort  v.  Patrick  (1863),  ubi  sup.  ; 
Somerset  Coal  Canal  Co.  v.  Harcourt 
(1867),  ubi  sup. ;  Laird  v.  Birkenhead 
Bail.  Co.  (1859),  Joh.  600  (below,  p.  73) ; 
Crook  V.  Corporation  of  Seaford  (1871), 
L.  R.  6  Ch.  661.  in  some  of  these 
cases  there  was  a  pre-existing  parol 
agreement. 
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ACQUISITION  OF  EASEMENTS. 


Grant  limited 
by  the 
neoesflity. 


[tlie  grantee's  rights,  and  thus  having  actual  or  constructive  notice 
of  the  equity  (q). 

The  extent  of  the  constructive  grant  is,  by  virtue  of  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  the  rule  is  founded,  limited  by  the  obvious  and 
plain  consequences  of  the  act  acquiesced  in.  "  For  instance,  if  a 
neighbour  permit  me  to  open  a  window  overlooking  his  close,  he 
knows  the  exact  consequence  of  that  permission,  namely,  that  ho 
is  liable  for  ever  after  to  be  overlooked,  and  that  he  cannot  after- 
wards so  build  on  his  close  as  to  obscure  that  window ;  this  is  the 
extent  of  the  injury  which  can  be  produced,  and  he  cannot  say 

that  ho  did  not  foresee  it But,  if  a  copyholder  allow  the 

lord  of  the  manor  to  work  the  coals  under  the  close  of  the  copy- 
hold by  offset  out  of  the  adjoining  land,  does  it  therefore  follow 
that,  if  the  lord,  in  winning  the  coal,  works  so  near  the  surface  as 
to  destroy  the  farm  buildings  of  the  copyholder,  he  is  to  have  no 
remedy  at  law  for  the  injury  so  done  to  him  ?  .  .  .  .  Certainly 
not.  But,  in  truth,  all  such  illustrations  present  a  weaker  case 
than  that  before  the  Coiu:t ;  and  the  strongest  illustration  of  the 
distinction  to  be  taken  in  such  cases  appears  to  me  to  be  the  case 
of  works  erected,  which  at  first  seem  to  be  and  are  innocuous,  and 
which  afterwards,  by  addition,  become  seriously  injurious  to  the 
proprietors  of  the  neighbouring  lands"  (r). 

Many  of  the  cases  which  illustrate  this  principle  refer  to  claims 

for  a  lease  (s)  or  for  a  sale  (/)  of  the  fee  simple  estate  in  land,  and 

Cases  relatiDg  are  not  strictly  relevant  to  the  subject  of  this  treatise.     But  the 

to  easements,   following  cases  bear  directly  or  indirectly  on  the  acquisition  of 

easements  or  of  rights  of  a  similar  nature  {u). 


Cases  not 
relating  to 
casementfi. 


{q)  See  and  consider  Duke  of  Beaufort 
V.  Patrick  (1853),  17  Beav.  60  ;  Mold^, 
Wheatcrofi  (1859),  27  Beav.  510  ;  Ban- 
kart  V.  Houghton  (1869),  ibid.  425; 
Allefiv.  Srckham  (1879),  L.  R.  11  Ch. 
Div.  790. 

(r)  Per  Romilly,  M.  R.,  in  Bankart  v. 
JToughton  (1859),  27  Beav.  425,  433. 
Cf.  Jiochdale  Canal  Co.  v.  King  (1851), 
per  Lord  Cranworth,  2  Sim.  N.  S.  at 
p.  90;  89  R.  R.  211;  Tipping  v. 
St,  Helen's  Smelting  Co.  (1865),  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  66;  BXid,  Bankart  Y,  Tennant  (1870), 
L.  R.  10  Eq.  141  (below,  p.  76). 

(«)  Edlin  V.  Battaly  (1687),  2  Lev.  152; 
Huning  y,  Ferrers  (1711),  Oilb.  Eq.  Rep. 
85;  Hardcastle  v.  Shofto  (1793),  1  Anstr. 
184;  Stiles  v.  Cowper  (1748),  3  Atk. 
692;  Dann  v.  Spurrier  (1802),  7  Ves. 
231  ;  6  R.  R.  119  ;   Pilling  v.  Armitage 


(1806),  12  Ves.  78  ;  8  R.  R.  295  ;  Dur^ 
ham  and  Sunderland  Rail.  v.  Wukh 
(1840),  3  Beav.  119  ;  52  R.  R.  56  ; 
Master  of  Clare  Hall  v.  Harding  (1848).  6 
Hare,  273;  77  R.  R.  115;  Mamsdefi  v. 
Jhjion  (1866),  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  129 ;  Crot^k 
V.  Corporation  of  Seaford  (1871),  L.  R.  6 
Ch.  551  ;  Willmott  v.  Barber  (1880), 
L.  R.  15  Ch.  D.  96.  See  also,  as  to 
questions  between  landlord  and  tenant, 
Jackson  v.  Cator  (1800),  6  Ves.  688;  5 
R.  R.  144,  and  Btydges  v.  Kilbume 
(1792)  there  cited;  5  R.  R.  146. 

{t)  Powell  V.  Thoinas  (1848),  6  Hare, 
300 ;  77  R.  R.  116  ;  Duke  of  Beaufort  v. 
Patrick  (1853),  17  Beav.  60;  Somerset 
Coal  Canal  Co.  v.  Harcourt  (1837).  24 
Beav.  671 ;  2  De  G.  &  J.  596  :  Moldy. 
Wheatcroft  (1869),  27  Beav.  510. 

(m)  See    also   Duke  of  Devonshire  v. 
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[In  the  Watercourse  Case  (a?),  A.  diverted  a  wateroourse,  which  WaUreowu 
put  B.  to  great  expense  in  laying  of  soughs,  &c.,  and  the  diver-  ^^' 
sion  heing  a  nuisance  to  B.,  he  brought  an  action ;  but  an  in- 
junction was  decreed  (y),  it  being  proved  that  B.  did  see  the  work 
when  it  was  carrying  on,  and  connived  at  it,  without  showing 
the  least  disagreement,  but  rather  the  contrary.  A  case  of  Sliort  v. 
Taylory  before  Lord  Somers,  was  cited,  where  Taylor,  in  building 
his  house,  laid  his  foundations  on  Short's  land,  he  standing  by  and 
encouraging  him,  and  an  injunction  was  granted  against  his 
proceeding  with  an  action  for  the  trespass. 

In  East  India  Co.  v.  Vincent  (2),  it  would  appear  that  the  agent  ^^  j^^  q^^ 
of  the  company  and  the  defendant,  a  packer,  agreed  that  the  com-  ▼.  Vincent, 
pany  should  be  at  liberty  to  build  on  the  defendant's  ground,  or 
with  windows  overlooking  his  ground,  and  that  they  should  employ 
him  during  the  term  of  his  estate  double  to  any  other  packer, 
provided  he  worked  at  the  same  rate  as  any  other  packer.  As  they 
did  not  employ  him  as  agreed,  he  built  a  wall  to  block  up  their 
light,  and  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  he  ought  to  have  brought 
his  bill  to  establish  the  agreement,  and  decreed  that  the  wall  should 
be  pulled  down  and  that  the  company  should  perform  the  agree- 
ment to  employ.  '^  There  are  several  instances  where  a  man  has 
suffered  another  to  go  on  with  building  upon  his  ground,  and  not 
set  up  a  right  till  afterwards,  when  he  was  all  the  time  conusant  of 
his  right,  and  the  person  building  had  no  notice  of  the  other's  right, 
in  which  the  Court  would  oblige  the  owner  of  the  ground  to  permit 
the  person  building  to  enjoy  it  quietly  and  without  disturbance. 
But  these  cases  have  never  been  extended  so  far  as  where  parties 
have  treated  upon  an  agreement  for  building,  and  the  owner  has 
not  come  to  an  absolute  agreement;  then,  if  persons  will  build 
notwithstanding,  they  must  take  the  consequence,  as  this  is  not 
such  an  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  owner  as  will  prevent  hini 
from  insisting  on  his  right." 

datering's  Case  was  cited  by  Lord  Loughborough  in  Jackson  v.  ciaveHng't 
Cator  (a).     He  says :  "  There  was  a  case  (I  do  not  know  whether  ^^^' 
it  came  to  a  decree)  against  Mr.  George  Clavering,  in  which  some 
person  was  carrying  on  a  project  of  a  colliery,  and  had  sunk  a  shaft 


Eglm  (1851),  14  BeaT.  630;  92  B.  B.  (z)  (1740),  2  Atk.  83. 
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W  (1709),  2  Eq.  C«.  Abr.  822,  pi.  3.  .  «  [IS"")'  «  V«».  690  ;  5  B.  R.  144  ; 

(y)  l.e.,  against  the  contiiiuanc6  of  °**®^  ^7  James,  V.-C,  in  Bankart  v. 

the  action  atlaw  hj  B.  Tennanty  below,  p.  76. 
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ciarering's     [at  a  Considerable  expense.     Mr.  Clavering  saw  the  thing  going  on, 
^'^'        and  in  the  execution  of  that  plan  it  was  very  clear  the  colliery  was 


not  worth  a  farthing  without  a  road  over  his  ground ;  and,  when 
the  work  was  begun,  he  said  he  would  not  give  the  road.    The  end 
of  it  was  that  he  was  made  sensible — I  do  not  know  whether  by  a 
decree  or  not — that  he  was  to  give  the  road  at  a  fair  value." 
Wiiiiama  v.  Williams  V.  Uarl  of  Jersey  (b)  was  a  suit  to  restrain  the  defendant 

oj  ersey,  j^^.^  suing  at  law  f  or  a  nuisance  caused  by  copper  works  ereoted  by 
the  plaintiff  at  a  great  expense ;  and  it  was  alleged  that,  during 
the  progress  of  the  works,  the  defendant  was  well  aware  that  they 
were  being  erected  and  were  for  the  smelting  of  copper ;  that, 
nevertheless,  he  allowed  the  plaintifP  to  proceed  and  expend  large 
sums  of  money  thereon,  and  in  completing  and  finishing  the  same 
with  the  requisite  machinery  and  plant,  without  making  any  objec- 
tion, and  that  he  acquiesced  in  and  encouraged  the  erection  and 
expenditure.  A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  overruled. 
RochdaU  In  Rochdale  Canal  Co,  v.  King  (c),  there  was  a  motion  to  restrain 

V.  King'  the  defendants,  millowners,  from  drawing  water  from  the  canal  for 
any  purpose  other  than  for  condensing  steam  (which  was  allowed 
by  the  Canal  Act).  The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  stated  that, 
when  their  mill  was  erected,  notice  was  given  to  the  company  of 
the  intention  to  make  a  communication  with  the  canal,  not  only  for 
the  purpose  of  condensing  steam,  but  for  other  purposes ;  that  the 
company  superintended  the  laying  of  the  pipes,  and  were  aware  of 
the  uses  to  which  they  were  to  be  applied,  and  made  no  objection, 
though  they  were  cognizant  of  the  great  expense  incurred.  Liord 
Cranworth,  V.-C,  said  :  "  If  this  be  true,  the  plaintiffs  can  have  no 
relief  in  this  Court.  Such  conduct,  even  if  it  be  not  sufficient  to 
sustain  a  plea  of  leave  and  licence  in  bar  to  an  action,  certainly 
incapacitated  the  plaintiffs  from  obtaining  any  assistance  in  a  court 
of  equity.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  further,  and  say  whether  it 
would  not  entitle  the  defendants  to  restrain  them  from  proceeding 
at  law,  according  to  what  is  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Barrett  v. 
Blagrave  {d),  I  entirely  assent  to  the  argument,  very  ably  urged 
by  Mr.  Baily,  that  mere  acquiescence  (if  by  acquiescence  is  meant 
the  abstaining  from  legal  proceedings)  is  unimportant.  Where 
one   party  invades  the  right  of  another,  that  other  does  not  in 


{b)  (1841),  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  91  ;  64  R.  R.  {c)  (1861),  2  Sim.  N.  S.  78;  89  R.  R. 
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(d)  (1801),  6  VeB.  106. 
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[general  deprive  himself  of  the  right  of   seeking  redress  merely  BochdaU 

■I                   1                  .                 .              i*:]j]i              j^»             -i*  Canal  Co.  v. 

becaiise  he  remains  passive,  unless,  indeed,  he  continues  inactive  King, 


BO  long  as  to  bring  the  case  within  the  purview  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  If,  therefore,  from  1830  to  1847,  when  the  disputes 
began,  the  plaintifFs  might  have  asserted  the  legal  right  on  which 
tbey  now  insist,  their  not  having  done  so  during  that  period 
would  not  preclude  them.  But  the  evidence  of  long-continued 
use  of  the  water  for  all  purposes  by  the  adjacent  mill-owners  may 
be  very  important  as  tending  to  satisfy  this  Court  that,  when  the 
mill  of  the  defendants  was  erected,  the  plaintiffs  must  have  known 
that  King,  who  was  building  it,  was  laying  out  his  money  in  the 
expectation  that  he  would  have  the  same  privilege  of  using  the 
water  as  was  enjoyed  by  all  his  neighbours." 

Subsequently,  Sir  John  Bomilly,  M.  E.,  refused  a  perpetual 
injunction  on  the  same  grounds,  notwithstanding  some  fresh 
evidence  directed  to  the  point  that  the  company  had  made 
objection  before  the  erection  of  the  mill  (e). 

In  Laird  v.  Birkenhead  Rail.  Co.  (/)  the  plaintiff,  under  a  Laird  v. 
treaty  with  the  defendants  for  a  communication  between  his  ship-  j^aii^^^ 
building  yard  and  their  station,  constructed  a  tunnel  and  laid 
down  rails  at  an  expense  of  £1,200,  and  was  allowed  by  the  com- 
pany to  use  it  for  two  and  a  half  years,  during  which  time  they 
received  from  him  tolls  for  the  use  of  the  way.  Because  they  did 
not  finally  agree  as  to  the  terms,  the  company  gave  him  three 
months'  notice  to  quit,  and  were  about  to  take  up  the  rails ;  but 
they  were  restrained  by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  who  held  that,  not- 
withstanding their  being  a  corporation,  they  were  as  much  bound 
by  their  acquiescence  as  an  individual,  and  were  bound  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  the  use  of  the  way  on  reasonable  terms,  i.e.,  on  the 
terms  which  had  existed  during  the  two  and  a  half  years,  and  for 
a  reasonable  time,  which  he  considered  to  be  for  as  long  as  the 
plaintiff  continued  owner  of  the  yard. 

In  Bankart  v.  Houghton  (g)  the  plaintiff  sought  to  restrain  the  Batikart  v. 
defendant  from  enforcing  a  judgment  at  law  in  an  action  for  a  -^*''V*'^'»- 
nuisance  caused  by  copper  works,  on  the  ground  that  when  he  took 
his  farm  he  was  aware  of  the  works,  and  his  lessor  had  seen  them 
while  in  course  of  erection,  and  took  no  steps  to  prevent  their  erec- 
tion. The  Master  of  the  Bolls  held  that  this  was  not  an  acquiescence 


(e)  16  Beav.  630.  (/)  (1869),  Job.  600. 

is)  (1850),  27  Beay.  425. 
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Bankart  v. 
Sovghton, 


Cotching  v. 
Basset  t. 


Blanchard  v. 
Bridget, 


[whioh  conferred  on  the  plaintifi  the  right  to  oanse  noxious  effluvia 
and  vapour  to  issue  from  his  furnaces  and  be  deposited  on  the 
defendant's  lands.  He  also  said :  '^  It  is  impossible  to  hold  that, 
becauBe  a  man  has  acquiesced  in  certain  works  whioh  produce  little 
or  no  injury,  he  is  ever  afterwards  to  be  debarred  of  remedy  if,  by 
the  increase  of  the  works,  he  sustains  a  serious  injury." 

In  Cotching  v.  Bassett  {h)  the  plaintiffs  were  lessees  of  No.  32, 
Wood  Street,  and  the  defendants  owners  of  No.  33,  which,  until 
Michaelmas,  1861,  was  let  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs,  being 
about  to  rebuild  No.  32,  agreed  with  the  defendants  that  they 
should  continue  tenants  of  No.  33  to  Lady  Day,  1862,  and  rebuild 
the  party- wall.  In  rebuilding,  they  altered  the  windows  and  made 
additional  windows,  and  submitted  their  plans  to  the  defendants' 
surveyor,  and  the  works  were  executed  under  the  superintendence 
of  the  defendants'  surveyor,  who  made  no  objection  to  the  plans  or 
as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  works  were  being  carried  out.  After 
the  plaintiffs  had  completed  their  building,  the  defendants  gave 
them  notice  of  their  intention  to  raise  the  party-wall  in  a  manner 
greatly  to  interfere  with  the  plaintiffs'  lights.  The  Master  of  the 
EoUs  restrained  them,  and  held  that  the  case  came  within  the 
principle  of  Dann  v.  Spurrier^  saying,  "  If  the  defendant  intended 
to  obtain  an  advantage  not  then  possessed  by  him,  and  to  derive 
it  by  reason  of  the  acts  whioh  the  plaintiffs  might  be  induced  to 
perform,  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  explain  this  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  such  a  manner  that  it  could  not  be  misunderstood." 

Blanchard  v.  Bridges  (?)  was  a  case  at  law.  There  it  appeared 
that  the  predecessor  in  title  of  the  plaintiff  had  erected  a  cottage 
on  his  land,  having  windows  which  derived  light  from  the  ad- 
joining property  of  his  vendor,  and  had  afterwards  thrown  the 
windows  forward  and  converted  them  into  bow  windows.  The 
owner  of  the  adjoining  property  was  often  on  the  spot  during  the 
progress  of  the  works,  and  had  a  general  knowledge  of  their 
nature,  and  made  no  objection ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  adjoining 
land  had  been  from  time  to  time  advertised  for  sale  in  lots  for 
building,  and  that  the  owner  had  on  two  occasions,  in  treating 
with  the  plaintiff's  predecessor  in  title,  specifically  reserved  the 
right  to  build  up  to  the  boundary  of  the  plaintiff's  property.  The 
defendant,  having  subsequently  purchased  the  adjoining  property, 
erected  a  wall  which  interfered  with  the  light  coming  to  the  bow 


(A)  (1862),  32  Beav.  101. 


(•)  (1835),  i  A.  &  E.  176 ;  63  R.  R.  208. 
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[windows ;  and  this  action  was  therefore  brought  to  establish  the   Bianehard  v. 
right  to  the  light.  ?!1— 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  a  case  stated,  and  having 
authority  to  draw  any  conclusion  which  a  jury  ought  to  have 
drawn,  refused  to  presume  a  grant  of  the  light  on  the  ground  of 
acquiescence;  and  Patteson,  J.,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  said:  "The  fullest  knowledge,  with  entu'e  but  mere 
acquiescence,  cannot  bind  a  party  who  has  no  means  of  resistance. 
There  may  appear  to  be  some  hardship  in  holding  that  the  owner 
of  a  closo  who  has  stood  by,  witliout  notice  or  remonstrance,  while 
his  neighbour  has  incurred  great  expense  in  building  upon  his 
adjoining  land,  should  be  at  liberty  by  subsequent  erections  to 
darken  the  windows,  and  so  destroy  the  comfort  of  such  buildings. 
Yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  his  right  to  do  so  at  any  time  before 
the  expiration  of  twenty  years  from  their  erection  :  and  this  with 
good  reason.  For  it  is  far  more  just  and  convenient  that  the  party 
who  seeks  to  add  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  own  land  by  anything  in 
the  nature  of  an  easement  upon  his  neighbour's  land  should  first 
secure  the  right  to  it  by  some  unambiguous  and  well  understood 
grant  of  it  from  the  owner  of  the  land,  who  thereby  knows  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  grant,  and  has  a  power  to  withhold  it  or 
to  grant  it  on  such  terms  as  he  may  think  fit  to  impose,  than  that 
such  right  should  be  acquired  gradually,  as  it  were,  and  almost 
Tv-ithout  the  cognizance  of  the  grantor,  in  so  uncertain  a  manner  as 
to  create  infinite  and  puzzling  questions  of  fact  to  be  decided,  as 
we  daily  see,  by  litigation." 

These  words  are  quoted  here  at  length  because  of  their  bearing  RemarkH  on 
on  the  principle  of  the  equitable  decisions  on  the  doctrine  of  con-  sr^t  ''  ^ 
structive  grant.  But  it  should  be  noted  that  they  express  the 
opinion,  not  of  a  court  of  equity,  but  of  a  court  of  law  ;  and  it  is 
conceived  that  they  are  opposed  to  the  principle  adopted  by  the 
equitable  courts,  where  entire  but  mere  acquiescence,  coupled  with 
knowledge  on  the  one  side  and  misconception  on  the  other,  is 
sufficient  to  bind  the  party  acquiescing  {k).  He  has  no  means  of 
resistance;  but  he  may  by  notice  remove  the  misconception.  With 
respect  to  the  actual  decision,  there  were  facts  in  the  case  which  to 
some  extent  negatived  the  plea  of  misconception  on  the  part  of  the 
building  owner;  and  it  is  remarkable  also  that  the  acqidesoence 


jes. 


{k)  See  the  cases  quoted  above,  p.  67,  note  {b). 
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[was  the  acquiescence  not  of  the  defendant  but  of  a  prior  owner, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  of  express  notice  (/). 
DaviesY,  The  case  of  Davies  v.  Sear  (w),  which  is  quoted  below  («)   as 

Sear.  illustrating  the  implied  grant  of  ways  of  necessity,  has  also  a 

bearing  on  the  doctrine  of  constructive  grant  by  acquiescence.  The 
evidence  in  this  case,  so  far  as  it  bore  upon  the  latter  point,  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  defendant,  who  owned  the  soil  of  a  passage 
leading  to  certain  mews  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  allowed  the 
plaintiff  to  block  up  by  building  all  other  access  to  the  mews,  and 
then  obstructed  the  passage.  Lord  Bomilly,  M.  E.,  granted  an 
injunction,  partly  on  the  authority  of  Dann  v.  Spurrier  (o)  and  the 
other  cases  of  acquiescence.  "A  man  cannot,"  he  said,  ''stand 
quiet,  and  see  it  (the  adjoining  ground)  gradually  become  covered 
with  houses,  so  that  every  access  or  means  of  communication  with 
the  mews  is  shut  out  except  this  one,  which  he  had  always  known 
was  intended  to  be  used  as  a  means  of  access,  and  then  say  this 
easement  was  not  reserved." 
BankaHy,  In  Batikari  V.  Teyinant  {p)y  the  plaintiffs  had  erected  furnaces 

and  smelting  works  upon  the  banks  of  a  canal  belonging  to  the 
predecessor  in  title  of  the  defendant,  and  had  for  some  time  (while 
they  were  customers  of  the  canal-owners)  been  permitted  to  extract 
water  from  the  canal  for  the  use  of  their  works.  They  now  claimed 
a  right  to  the  water  under  the  authority  of  Ciarering^s  Case ;  but 
the  claim  was  negatived  by  James,  V.-C,  on  the  ground  that  the 
water  was  not  essential,  nor  anything  like  essential,  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  plaintiffs'  property.  He  added  that  it  was  impossible 
to  suppose  that  the  canal-owners  could  have  intended  to  part  with 
their  absolute  control  over  the  canal,  or  with  their  power  of  letting  the 
water  off  or  keeping  the  canal  idle ;  and  therefore  he  did  not  think 
the  plaintiffs  could  have  acted  upon  the  notion  that  they  were  to  get 
a  binding  agreement  with  respect  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  water.] 


(0  See  above,  p.  69,   and   especiallj  (/i)  Page  177. 

il^llo.^'"'"  ^'"'^'  ^'  ^'  "  ^^'  (")  (1802),  7  Vee.  231 ;  6  R.  E.  119. 

(m)  (1869),  L.  R.  7  Eq.  427.  (/.)  (1870),  L.  R.  10  Eq.  1*1. 
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Sect.  3. — Construction  of  the  Instrument. 

Easements  may  be  granted  separately  and  apart  from  any  con-  Mode  of 
veyance  of  the  dominant  tenement,  or  they  may  be  included  in  a  ^™°  ^^' 
conyeyance  of  it. 

But  few  eases  are  to  be  found  in  the  books  of  a  grant  of  an 
easement  per  se ;  it  is  obvious,  however,  that,  in  all  instances  of 
this  kind,  the  precise  words  of  the  instrument  itself  must  determine 
the  extent  of  the  right  created  (q). 

A  man  may  have  a  way  [or  other  easement]  by  grant  [at  the  Grant  at 
common  law]  ;  as  if  A.  grants  that  B.  shall  have  a  way  through  ^™™°^  **^- 
his  close  (r)  [or  grants  such  a  way  to  B.,  his  heirs  and  assigns  (s). 

An  easement  could  not,  before  1882,  be  created  by  a  grant  Grant  uDder 
under  the  Statute  of  Uses ;  "  for  a  man  cannot  walk  over  ground  uwa  **'^*^  ° 
to  the  use  of  a  third  person,"  and  ^^  there  cannot  be  the  use  of  a 
thing  not  in  esse,  as  a  way,  common,  &c.,  newly  created  "  (0.  It 
followed  from  this  that  an  easement  could  not  be  created  under  a 
power,  or  by  bargain  and  sale,  or  by  way  of  reservation ;  and  further 
that,  as  a  reservation  of  an  easement  to  the  grantor,  contained  in 
a  conveyance  of  land,  could  only  operate  as  a  re-grant,  such  a 
conveyance  must  be  executed  by  the  grantee  of  the  land  (u). 

But  now  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  Conyeyanoing 
provides  as  follows :  —  -^^^j  ^^^^' 

"  (1.)  A  conveyance  of  freehold  land  to  the  use  that  any  person 
may  have,  for  an  estate  or  interest  not  exceeding  in  duration  the 
estate  conveyed  in  the  land,  any  easement,  right,  liberty  or 
privilege  in,  or  over,  or  with  respect  to  that  land,  or  any  part 
thereof,  shall  operate  to  vest  in  possession  in  that  person  that 
easement,  right,  liberty,  or  privilege,  for  the  estate  or  interest 
expressed  to  be  limited  to  him ;  and  he,  and  the  persons  deriving 
title  under  him,  shall  have,  use,  and  enjoy  the  same  accordingly. 


{q)  See  iSenhotue  t.  ChrUtian  (1787), 
1  T.  R.  560 ;  1  R.  R.  300 ;  Miteal/e  y. 
WeBlaway  (1864),  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  113; 
Ardiey  y.  St,  Fancra*  (1870),  39  L.  J. 
Ch.  S71 ;  Taylor  v.  Curporation  of  St, 
EeUn'a  (1877),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Diy.  264 ; 
and]  below.  Part  IV.  Chap.  III., 
**  £xteat  and  mode  of  enjoyment.'' 

(r)  Com.  Dig.  Chimin.  D.  (3). 

(9)  Smhoute  v.  Christian  (1787),  1  T. 
R.  660;  I  R.  R.  300;  cf.  Oerrard  y. 
Cooke,  2  N.  R.  102,  2nd  ed.  109  ;  Kolm^ 
V.  SeUer  (1697),  3  Ley.  305 ;  as  to  the 


deyolution  of  a  right  so  granted,  see 
Dynevor  y.  Tennant  (1888),  L.  R.  13 
A.  C.  279  ;  cf.  Bymer  y.  Mcllroy,  [1897] 
1  Ch.  628. 

(0  Bac.  Abr.  Uses,  F.,  oiting  Bfaudeiy 
y.  Brook  (180^),  Cro.  Jac.  189.  Cr.  Com. 
Dig.  Chimin.  D.  (3),  ad  fin.  The  section 
appears  to  relate  only  to  **  estates.'* 

(u)  Durham  and  Sunderland  Hail.  Co. 
y.  fFalker  (1842),  2  Q.  B.  940,  at  p.  967 ; 
67  R.  R.  8 12.  But  see  Ifay  y.  Belleiillr, 
[1905]  2  Ch.  606. 
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Conveyancing      ["  (2.)  This  seotion  applies  only  to  convejances  made  after  the 
V'  62.  '     commencement  of  this  Act "  {x). 


It  is  conceived  that  this  section  is  intended  to  alter  the  mode  of 
conveyance  only,  and  does  not  authorize  the  creation  of  easements 
of  a  novel  kind,  such  as  easements  in  gross  or  not  connected  with 
the  enjoyment  of  a  tenement.  By  virtue  of  this  section,  an  ease- 
ment may  now  be  reserved,  or  may  be  granted  under  a  power. 

Construction  It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  this  work  to  discuss  the  rules 
applicable  to  the  construction  and  interpretation  of  deeds  and 
other  written  instruments  (y).  It  may,  however,  be  shortly  stated 
that,  in  construing  the  grant  or  other  instrument  whereby  the 
easement  is  created,  the  document  itself,  and  that  only,  can,  in 
the  first  instance,  be  looked  at  to  discover  the  extent  and  nature 
of  the  easement  and  the  other  terms  of  the  grant.  If  on  the  face 
of  the  document  no  doubt  arises  that  the  words  are  used  in  their 
primary  sense,  and  if,  read  in  that  sense,  they  are  plain  and  un- 
ambiguous, the  matter  is  concluded.  No  further  evidence  of  any 
kind  can  be  admitted  to  show  that  the  document  does  not,  or  was 
not  intended  to,  create  the  easement  in  the  exact  terms  of  the 
primary  meaning  which  the  words  bear.  But  if,  on  the  faee  of 
the  document,  it  appears  that  the  words  may  be  used  in  some 
sense  other  than  that  which  they  would  naturally  bear,  or  if  there 
is  some  ambiguity  or  omission  apparent  on  the  document  itself, 
then  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time  when  the  instrument 
was  executed  may  properly  receive  attention.  Under  no  circum- 
stances can  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  when  executing 
the  instrument  be  gone  into. 

**  Where,  indeed,  words  have  a  clear,  definite  meaning,  no 
evidence  can  be  admitted  to  explain  or  control  them  "  (a). 

"  But  if  on  the  face  of  a  document,  when  applied  by  extrinsic 
evidence,  it  appears  that  words  are  used,  or  may  be  used,  in  a 
more  extensive  or  a  different  signification  than  their  primary,  it 
becomes  a  question  what  more  or  other  is  included  than  would  be 
included  in  the  words  in  their  primary  signification"  (6). 

"  Parol  evidence  is  generally  admissible  to  apply  the  words  used 
in  a  deed,  and  to  identify  the  property  comprised  within  it.     Tou 


(x)  44  &  46  Vict.  0.  41,  8.  62.  H.  L.  C.  C50,  per  Lord  Cranworth,  at 

[y)  See,  upon  this  subject^  Norton  on  p.  680. 
Deeds.  (b)  Ibid.,  per  Bramwell,  B.,  p.  661. 

(a)  Waterpark    v.    Fennell    (1859),    7 
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[cannot,  indeed,  show  tliat  the  words  were  intended  to  include  a  CoDsiruotion 

partioular  pieoe  of  land,  but  you  may  prove  facts  from  which  you  ^J— 

may  collect  the  meaning  of  the  words  used,  so  as  to  include  or 
exdude  a  portion  of  land,  where  the  words  are  capable  of  either 
construction  "  (c) . 

**  The  construction  of  a  deed  is  always  for  the  Court ;  but,  in 
order  to  apply  its  provisions,  evidence  is  in  every  case  admissible 
of  all  material  facts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  so  as  to  place  the  Court  in  the  situation  of  the  grantor.  In 
deeds,  as  well  as  wills,  the  state  of  the  subject  at  the  time  of 
execution  may  always  be  enquired  into;  and  as  with  respect  to 
ancient  deeds  the  state  of  the  subject  at  their  date  can  seldom,  if 
ever,  be  proved  by  direct  evidence,  modem  lusage  and  enjoyment 
for  a  number  of  years  is  evidence  to  raise  a  presumption  that  the 
same  course  was  adopted  from  an  earlier  period,  and  so  to  prove 
contemporaneous  usage  and  enjoyment  at  the  date  of  the  deed. 
These  deeds  are  to  be  construed  by  evidence  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  subject  has  been  possessed  or  used ;  for,  as  Lord  Coke 
observes,  *  optimus  inteiyres  rerum  «»«».'  (2  Ins.  282  ;  Weld  v. 
Hornby^  7  East,  199 ;  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Stcansea,  3  Exch.  413.) 
Lord  Hardwicke,  with  reference  to  the  construction  of  ancient 
grants  and  deeds,  says,  *  There  is  no  better  way  of  construing  them 
than  by  usage,  and  contemporanea  expositio  is  the  best  way  to  go 
by.*  That  was  in  the  case  of  Att.-Oen.  v.  Parker  (I  Ves.  43;  3 
Atk.  576).  Lord  St.  Leonards  follows  in  Aft,-Oen.  v.  Drummond 
(1  Dru.  &  War.  368),  and  says  one  of  the  most  settled  rules  of 
law  is  that  you  may  resort  to  contemporaneous  usage  for  the 
meaning  of  a  deed.  '  Tell  me  what  you  have  done  under  such  a 
deed,  and  I  wiU  tell  you  what  the  deed  means.' 

'*  When  the  evidence  of  all  material  facts  is  exhausted,  and  there 
is  still  ambiguity,  no  parol  evidence  of  the  grantor's  intention,  as 
distinguished  from  extrinsic  facts,  can  be  admissible,  except  in  the 
single  case  of  there  being  two  subjects,  or  two  objects,  to  which  the 
terms  of  the  instrument  are  equally  applicable  "  (e/). 

Questions  of  construction  of  documents  dealing  with  easements 
have  arisen  chiefly  upon  the  grant  or  reservation  of  ways  and 
minerals,  and  the  cases  in  which  particular  documents  creating  or 


[e)  Ibid.,  per  Lord  Chelmsford,  p.  678.      ▼.  Marine  Board  of  Table  Cape.  [1906 
{i\  Ibid«,    per     Lord    Wenaldydale,      A.  C.  92. 
p.  684.    And  see  Van  Diemen's  Land  Co. 
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[reserving  such  easements  have  been  oonstmed  by  the  Court  are  dealt 
with  in  the  chapters  on  Bights  of  Way  and  Bights  to  Support.] 

A  covenant,  or  other  instrument  imder  seal,  clearly  evincing  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  may  operate  as  a  grant  (e)  ;  and  upon  a 
grant  or  covenant  conferring  an  easement,  the  successive  owners  of 
the  dominant  estate,  who,  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  covenant, 
would,  at  common  law,  be  strangers  to  the  contract,  become  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  rights  conferred,  and  may  sue  for  a  violation 
of  them. 

Easements,  in  general,  bear  a  strong  resemblance  to  covenants 
running  with  the  land,  both  express  and  implied ;  [and  the  better 
opinion  being  that  the  burden  of  covenants  does  not  run  with  the 
land  at  law  so  as  to  bind  an  assignee,  except  in  cases  between 
landlord  and  tenant  (/),  it  becomes  important  to  determine  in  each 
case  whether  the  terms  of  the  covenant  are  such  as  to  create  a  grant 
of  an  easement,  in  which  case  the  effect  of  them  is  to  create  an 
incorporeal  hereditament,  giving  the  successive  owners  of  it  a  right 
as  against  all  the  succeeding  owners  of  the  land  affected  by  it, 
without  regard  to  any  question  as  to  the  burden  of  covenants 
running  with  land. 

In  Bowbotham  v.  Wihon  (g),  where  the  plaintiff  sued  the 
defendant  for  damage  done  to  land  and  houses,  by  the  defendant 
so  working  the  subjacent  minerals  as  to  let  down  the  surface,  much 
discussion  took  place  as  to  the  effect  of  a  covenant  by  the  owner  of 
land  that  the  owner  of  certain  minerals  under  it  shall  have  a  right 
to  work  the  minerals,  without  liability  for  letting  down  the  surface, 
the  defendant  relying,  amongst  other  points,  upon  the  effect  of 
such  a  covenant ;  and  Lord  Wensleydale  pointed  out  that  such  a 
covenant  would  operate  as  a  grant,  and  that  the  grantee  in  that 
way  would  obtain  the  right  to  work  the  minerals  in  the  manner 


{e)  ffohts  V.  Seller  (1697),  3  Ley. 
305.  [See  the  judgment  of  Lord  Wens- 
leydale in  Rowbotham  v.  Wilson  (I860), 
8  H.  L.  C.  p.  362  ;  Oakley  v.  Adamson 
(18a2),  8  Bing.  356  ;  Northam  y.  Hurley 
ri853),  1  E.  &  B.  665  ;  Zoic  v.  Innee 
(1864),  10  Jur.  N.  S.  1037;  Miles  v. 
Tubm  (1867),  16  W.  R.  465  ;  Conv.  Act, 
1881,  s.  49. 

In  his  opinion  given  to  the  House  of 
Lords  in  Dalton  v.  Angw,  Fry,  J.,  said 
that  a  negative  right  does  not  lie  in 
grant,  hut  woold  he  created  by  covenant 
(L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  at  pp.  771,  773) ; 
and  the  opinion  of  Litttedale,  J.,  in 


Moore  y.  Batcson  (1824),  8  B.  &  C.  340 ; 
27  R.  R.  375,  supports  this  view.  But 
see  per  Lords  Selbome  and  Blackburn, 
L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at  pp.  794,  823.] 

(/)  See  notes  to  Spencer's  Case, 
Smith's  L.  C.  vol.  i.  p.  55,  11th  ed. ;  and 
Attsterberry  y.  Corporation  of  Oldkam 
(1885),  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  7oO  ;  White 
V.  Southend  Hotel  Co.,  [1897]  1  Ch. 
767.  Morland  v.  Cook  (1868),  L.  R. 
6  Eq.  252,  which  might  appear  to  make 
against  the  proposition,  is  now  treated 
as  a  case  of  grant.  Ajs  to  the  rule  in 
equity,  see  bdow,  p.  81. 

{g)  (1860),  8  H.  L.  C.  348,  362. 
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[claimed.     His  Lordsliip  said:   "This  was  no  doubt  the  proper  ^whothamy, 

subject  of  a  grant,  as  it  aflfected  the  land  of  the  grantor ;  it  was  a '- — 

grant  of  a  right  to  disturb  the  soil  from  below  and  alter  the  position 
of  the  surface,  and  is  analogous  to  the  grant  of  right  to  damage  the. 
surface  by  making  a  way  over  it.  No  particular  words  are  necessary 
for  such  a  grant ;  any  words  which  clearly  show  the  intention  to 
give  an  easement  which  is  by  law  grantable  are  sufficient  to  effect 
that  purpose.  If  the  words  used  could  only  be  read  as  amounting 
to  a  covenant,  it  must  be  admitted  that  such  a  covenant  would  not 
affect  the  lands  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  of  the  covenantors,  but 
if  they  amount  to  a  grant  the  grant  would  be  unquestionably  good 
and  bind  the  subsequent  owners." 

Some  of  the  learned  Judges  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
when  the  same  case  was  before  that  Court,  appear  to  have  been  of 
opinion  that  a  covenant  by  the  owner  of  land,  that  the  owner  of 
the  minerals  under  it,  or  of  a  right  to  get  minerals,  might  work 
without  liability  for  damage  to  the  surface,  could  only  operate  as 
a  mere  covenant  not  to  sue,  and  therefore  would  not  bind  an 
assignee  of  the  land  ;  not  recognizing  the  analogy  pointed  out  by 
Lord  Wensleydale  between  such  a  right  and  the  right  to  damage 
the  surface  by  making  a  way  over  it. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  point  out  that  the  principle  involved  in 
the  judgment  of  Lord  "Wensleydale  would  be  equally  applicable  to 
a  grant  of  the  right  to  let  down  the  surface  by  working  under- 
neath made  "  per  se  "  to  a  person  already  the  owner  either  of  the 
whole  adjacent  soil,  or  of  the  right  to  work  certain  minerals  in 
that  soil,  as  to  the  case  where  the  two  rights  are  conferred  by  the 
same  instrument,  as  in  Roicbotham  v.  Wilson. 

In  all  such  cases  the  questions  would  appear  (without  regarding 
the  particular /orwj  of  words  used)  to  be: — 1.  Does  an  intention 
appear  to  confer  a  right  to  affect  the  land  of  the  grantor  or 
covenantor  ?  2.  Is  this  right  one  of  those  as  to  which,  either  from 
decided  cases  or  by  analogy,  it  can  be  said  that  it  is  a  right 
capable  of  being  made  the  subject  of  a  grant  as  an  easement? 
If  these  two  questions  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  an  easement 
has  been  created,  and  the  grantee  and  his  assignees  have  the 
right,  as  against  the  grantor  or  his  assignees,  without  reference  to 
any  question  as  to  the  burden  of  covenants  running  with  the  land 
80  as  to  bind  an  assignee. 

In  equity,  the  rule  is  different ;  and  any  covenant  entered  into  Burden  of 
by  the  owner  of  land  with  an  adjoining  owner,  that  he  and  his  ^^^^^'"^ 

G.  6 
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Burden  of 

covenants  in 

equity. 


Benefit  of 
coTenant. 


[assigns  will  abstain  from  using  his  land  in  any  particular  way, 
binds  the  land  in  equity  without  regard  to  the  question  whether 
suoh  covenant  runs  with  the  land  or  not ;  and  such  a  covenant  can 
be  enforced  against  any  subsequent  owner  of  the  land,  unless  the 
latter  is  in  a  position  to  set  up  the  defence  of  bond  fide  purchase 
for  value  without  notice,  and  has  the  legal  estate.  The  benefit  of 
such  a  restrictive  covenant  is  analogous  to  an  equitable  interest 
in  the  land  affected  by  the  covenant,  and,  like  such  an  equitable 
interest,  is  liable  to  be  defeated,  by  the  legal  estate  being  obtained 
by  a  third  party  without  notice  of  the  equity  (A). 

But  the  principle  does  not  extend  to  affirmative  covenants,  or 
covenants  to  do  acts  or  spend  moneys  upon  the  land  (r). 

Covenants  of  this  kind,  whether  affirmative  or  negative,  cannot 
be  enforced  by  a  subsequent  purchaser  from  the  covenantee,  unless 
either  the  benefit  of  them  is  such  as  to  run  with  the  land  of  the 
covenantee,  or  the  covenantee  has  manifested  an  intention  of 
obtaining,  for  the  benefit  of  particular  property  owned  by  him,  or 
of  transferring  to  the  purchaser,  or  of  obtaining  for  his  benefit,  the 
covenants  in  question  (k).  Such  an  intention  is  a  question  of 
evidence ;  and  where  the  whole  property  has  been  laid  out  as  a 
building  estate  under  a  general  scheme,  the  common  vendor  may 


(A)  In  re  Nxthet  and  Potts'   Contract, 
[1906]   1  Ch.  891  ;  affd.,  [1906]  1  Oh: 
386.    And  see  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  (1848), 
2    Phill.  774 ;    78  R.   R.  289 :  Jay  t. 
Jtiehatxhon  (1862),  30  Beav.  663  ;  Ciegy 
V.  Hands  (1890),  L.  R.  44  Ch.  Div.  583  ; 
Mander  v.  Falcke,    [1891]   2   Ch.    664; 
John  Brothn'Sf  ^e.  Brewery  Co,  ▼.  Holmes^ 
"1900]   1   Ch.   188;  Rogers  v.  Hosegood, 
1900J   2   Ch.   388;    HoUoway  v.  Hill, 
1902'    2   Ch.   612  ;  Brigg  v.  TJiorntou, 
1904J  1  Ch.  386.     As  to  what  is  con- 
structive   notice    in    this    renpect,    see 
Daniels  y.  Davison  (1809),  16  Ves    242: 

10  R.  R.  171,  and  Cavander  v.  Bnlteel 
(1873),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  79  (notice  imputed 
for  omission  to  inquire  as  to  tenants' 
interests);  Maxfield  v.  Burton  (1873), 
L.  R.  17  £q.  16,  and  Spencer  \.  Clarke 
(1878),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  D.  137  (omission  to 
inquire  as  to  interests  of  holders  of  title- 
deeds)  ;  Miles  v.  Tobin  (1868).  16  W.  R. 
465  ;  Morlandv.  Cook  (1868),  L.  R.  6  £q. 
262  ;  Davies  v.  Sear  (1869),  L.  R.  7  Eq. 
427,  and  Allen  v.  Seckham  (1879),  L.  R. 

11  Ch.  Div.  790  (omission  to  inquire 
into  structural  peculiarities) ;  Carter  y. 
Williams  (1870),  L.  R.  9  £q.  678   (as 


explained  in  Patman  y.  Hartand  (1881), 
L.  R.  17  Ch.  D.  363),  and  Ketlletrell  x. 
Watson  (1884),  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  501 
(omission  to  look  into  vendor's  title); 
WiUon  y.  Hart  (1866),  L.  R.  1  Ch.  463 ; 
Patman  y.  Harland  (1881),  L.  R.  17 
Ch.  D.  353,  and  In  re  Nitbet  and  Potts' 
Contract,  ubi  sup.  (omission  to  look  into 
lessor's  title) ;  Conv.  Act,  1882,  s.  3 ; 
Dart,  V.  &  P.,  ed.  7,  p.  776. 

(t)  Haywood  v.  Brunswick  Bnilding 
Society  (1881),  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  Div.  403  ; 
London  and  South  Western  Railway  y. 
Gomm  (1881),  L.  R.  20  Ch.  Div.  662  ; 
Andrew  v.  Aitken  (1882),  L.  R.  22  Ch.  D. 
218;  Austerberry  v.  Corporation  of  Oldham 
(1886),  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  760;  Hall 
y.  Ewin  (1887),  L.  R.  37  Ch.  Div.  74. 
In  Cait  V.  Tourle  (1869),  L.  R.  4  Ch. 
664,  a  covenant  in  terms  positive  was 
held  to  be  in  Bub>tance  negative,  and 
enforceable  against  the  land. 

{k)  Keates  y.  Lyon  (1869),  L.  R.  4 
Ch.  218;  Renals  y.  Cowlishaw  (1879), 
L.  R.  11  Ch.  Div.  866;  cf.  Matter  y. 
Hansard  (1876),  L.  R.  4  Ch.  Div.  718 ; 
King  y.  Diekescn  (1889),  L.  R.  40  Ch.  D. 
696. 
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[almost  always  be  held  to  be  a  trustee  of  the"  coYenants  for  the     Benefit  of 
benefit  of  the  estate  as  a  whole  and  of  its  several  parts  (/).     When  - 


such  intention  has  been  manifested,  and  the  benefit  of  a  restrictive 
covenant  has  been  once  dearly  annexed  to  a  piece  of  land,  there  is 
a  presumption  that  it  passes  by  an  assignment  of  that  land ;  and 
in  such  a  case  the  covenant  may  be  said  to  run  with  the  land 
in  equity,  and  the  purchaser's  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  the 
covenant  does  not  defeat  the  presumption  (m). 

A  restrictive  covenant  may  cease  to  become  enforceable  by  reason  Cesser  of 
of  a  change  in  the  character  of  the  neighbourhood  (»),  or  by  con-  ^^'^^^^  • 
tinned  acquiescence  in  a  breach  (o).] 


Sect.  4. — JEff^ct  of  a  Conveyance  of  the  Dotninant  Tenement 

(a,)  As  to  Rights  legally  appurtenant  to  the  Tenement  conveyed. 

Where  the  dominant  tenement  itself  is  conveyed,  whether  in  fee  Tenements 
or  for  any  less  estate,  it  would  seem  that,  [even  independently  of  ^J^^J^. 
recent  legislation,]  aU  rights  which  the  conveying  party  enjoyed,  dant  ease- 
by  virtue  of  and  as  appendant  to  his  estate,  as  against  third  parties,  "^^^ 
pass  with  it  (p). 

[The  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881  (g),  provides  Conveyancing' 
as  foUows :—  -^^*'  i^s^- 

''  (1.)  A  conveyance  of  land  shall  be  deemed  to  include  and  shall 
by  virtue  of  this  Act  operate  to  convey  with  the  land  all  buildings, 


(/)   WesUmT.  MacdermoU  (1866),  L.R.  ubi  sup. ;  cf.  Formhy  v.  Barker,  [19031 

2  Ch.  72 ;  Sattumd  v.  Lever  (1864),  33  2  Ch.  539. 

L.  J  Ch.  355;  12  W.  R.  196;  Notting^  („)  j),,j,,   ^f  j^^f^   ^,    ^,^^,   ^f 

^^  1    i,\fc^'i  S-^  ?7/'  n"*!^  ^^'  ^^^^'^  ^"''^"^  (1882),  2  M.  &  K. 

(1886),  li.  R.  16  Q.  B.  Div.  778;  Colhtu  552 

V.  Cattle  (1887),  L.  R.  36  Ch.  D.  243;  ,'                       ^ ,,         ,,...,     ^     _ 

Skeppard  V.  Gilmore  (1887),  67  L.  T.  Jt^T"'  ,![•,  ^f ^T-   ^^^f\\  ^^m" 

Rep.     614;     Davis    y.    Corparatian     of  f  ^^' f'^^i^U  ^?^r  V*'^  ^.^f,^)' 

Ltu^ter,    [1894]    2    Ch.    208 ;   Eolford  ^:  ^'  ]^  n«oS'o"n^  ooP^®  ^'"^^^  ""• 

▼.  AeUm  Vrhan  Council,   [1898]   2  Ch.  ^*"»'»^«'^'  [l^^^]  2  Ch.  294. 

240 ;  cf.  Hudson  v.  Cnpps,  [1896]  1  Ch.  {p)  H  H.  6,  22,  pi.  19  ;  2  RoUe,  Abr. 

265 ;  Irring  v.  TambulL  [1900]  2  Q.  B.  ^*  pl- 1 ;  Beaudely  v.  Brook  (1608),  Cro. 

129.  Jac.  289 ;    [Skull  v.  GknUter  (1863),  7 

(«)  JEtogers  v.  Hosegood,  [1900]  2  Ch.  ^'  T.,  N.  S.  826]. 

388 ;   /if  fv  Nt^et  and  FotW  Oontraet,  {q)  44  &  46  Vict.  c.  41,  s.  6. 
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Conveyancing  [ereotions,  fixtures,  commons,  hedges,  ditches,  fences,  ways  (r)^ 

! L.  waters,  watercourses  («),  liberties,  privileges,  egiements,  rights,  and 

advantages  whatsoever,  appertaining  or  reputed  to  appertain  to  the 
land  or  any  part  thereof,  or  at  the  time  of  conveyance  demised, 
occupied,  or  enjqjejwitli  or  reputed  or  known  as  part  or  parcel  of 
or  appurtenant  to  the  land  or  any  part  thereof. 

"  (2.)  A  conveyance  of  land  having  houses  or  other  buildings 
thereon  shall  be  deemed  to  include  and  shall  by  virtue  of  this  Act 
convey,  with  the  land,  houses,  or  other  buildings,  all  outhouses, 
erections,  fixtures,  cellars,  areas,  courts,  courtyards,  cisterns,  sewers, 
gutters,  drains,  ways,  passages,  lights  (^),  watercourses,  liberties, 
privileges,  easements,  rights,  and  advantages  whatsoever  appertain- 
ing or  reputed  to  appertain  to  the  land,  houses,  or  other  buildings 
conveyed  or  any  of  them  or  any  part  thereof,  or  at  the  time  of  con- 
veyance demised,  occupied,  or  enjoyed  with  or  reputed  or  known  as 
part  or  parcel  of  or  appurtenant  to  the  land,  houses,  or  other 
buildings  conveyed  or  any  of  them  or  any  part  thereof. 

"  (3.)  A  conveyance  of  a  manor  shall  be  deemed  to  include  and 
shall  by  virtue  of  this  Act  operate  to  convey  with  the  manor  all 
pastures,  feedings,  wastes,  warrens,  commons,  mines,  minerals, 
quarries,  furzes,  trees,  woods,  underwoods,  coppices,  and  the  ground 
and  soil  thereof,  fishing,  fisheries,  fowlings,  courts-leet,  courts  baron, 
and  other  courts,  views  of  frankpledge  and  all  that  to  view  of  frank- 
pledge doth  belong,  mills,  mulctures,  customs,  tolls,  duties,  reliefs, 
heriots,  fines,  sums  of  money,  amerciaments,  waifs,  estrays,  chief- 
rents,  quit-rents,  rentscharge,  rents  seek,  rents  of  assize,  fee  farm 
rents,  services,  royalties,  jurisdictions,  franchises,  liberties,  privileges, 
easements,  profits,  advantages,  rights,  emoluments,  and  heredita- 
ments whatsoever,  to  the  manor  appertaining  or  reputed  to  apper- 
tain or  at  the  time  of  conveyance  demised,  occupied,  or  enjoyed 
with  the  same,  or  reputed  or  known  as  part,  parcel,  or  member 
thereof. 

'^  (4.)  This  section  applies  only  if  and  as  far  as  a  contrary 
intention  is  not  expressed  in  the  conveyance,  and  shall  have  effect 
subject  to  the  terms  of  the  conveyance  and  to  the  provisions  therein 
contained  (;f). 

{r)  International  Tea  Stores  Co.v.ffobbs,  Born    v.    Turnery   [1900]    2    Ch.    211; 

[1903]  2  Ch.  166.  Pollard  Y,  Gare,  [1901]  1  Ch.  834  ;  God^- 

{»)  Burrows  v.  Lang,  [1901]  2  Ch.  602.  xoin  v.  Schweppes,    Ltd.,  [1902]   1   Ch. 

(t)  Birmingham,   Jhidleg  and   District  926 ;   Quiche  v.  Chapman,  [1903]  1  Ch. 

Bank  v.   Ross   (1888),    38    C.   D.   295;  669. 

BrcomJieldY,W%Uvams,\\%^'j\l<Jh.Q02',  (w)  The    mere    description    of    land 
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["  (5.)  This  Bection  shall  not  be  construed  as  giving  to  any  person  CkjDveyandng 

8  better  title  to  any  property,  right,  or  thing,  in  this  section  '      .'  , 

mentioned,  than  the  title  which  the  conveyance  gives  to  him,  to 
the  land  or  manor  expressed  to  be  conveyed,  or  as  conveying  to 
him  any  property,  right,  or  thing,  in  this  section  mentioned,  further 
or  otherwise  than  as  the  same  could  have  been  conveyed  to  him  by 
the  conveying  parties. 

'^  (6.)  This  section  applies  only  to  oonveyances  made  after  the 
oommenoement  of  this  Act." 

By  virtue  of  sect.  2  of  the  same  Act — 

"  Land,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appears,  includes  land  of  any 
tenure,  and  tenements  and  hereditaments,  corporeal  and  incorporeal, 
and  houses  or  other  buildings,  also  an  undivided  share  in  land  (x) ; 
conveyance,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appears,  includes  assign- 
ment, appointment,  lease,  settlement,  and  other  assurance,  and 
covenant  to  surrender,  made  by  deed,  on  a  sale,  mortgage,  demise, 
or  settlement  of  any  property,  or  on  any  other  dealing  with  or  for 
any  property ;  and  convey,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appears,  has 
a  meaning  corresponding  with  that  of  conveyance  "  (y). 

This  enactment  opemtes  to  pass,  with  the  land,  advantages 
enjoyed  with,  but  not  strictly  appurtenant  to,  the  land ;  and  its 
effect  in  this  respect  may  be  gathered  from  the  following  sub- 
division of  this  section. 

In  a  case  {z)  where  a  school  board  having  compulsory  powers 
of  purchase  had  given  notice  to  treat  for  certain  lands  ^^  with  the 
appurtenances,"  and  the  purchase  money  had  been  ascertained  in 
porsoance  of  the  notice,  it  was  held  that  the  vendor  was  entitled 
to  have  inserted  in  his  conveyance  words  excluding  the  operation 
of  sect.  6,  exoept  as  to  rights  legally  appurtenant  to  the  land ;  and 
Bunilarly,  in  a  case  where  the  general  words  of  the  section  would 
have  passed  a  right  of  way  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
contract,  words  defining  the  right  of  way  to  be  granted '  and 
ezduding  the  Act  were  inserted  in  the  conveyance  at  the  instance 
of  the  vendor  (a). 

A  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  whether  express  or  implied,  Covenant  for 

quiet  enjoy- 


ment. 


adjominff  the  hooae  conveyed  as  *'  bnild-  (x)  Sub- sect.  2. 

ing  land''  doee  not   show  a  oontranr  (y)  Sub-sect.  5. 

intention,  so  as  to  ezdude  the  g^rantee  s  {z)  In  re  Feck  and  The  London  School 

right  to  light.    Broomfield  v.  WiUiame,  Boards  [1893]  2  Ch.  316. 

[1897]  1  Ch.  602 ;  Pollardy.  Oere.  [1901]  (a)  In  re  Hughes  and  AehleyU  Contract^ 

1  Ch.  834.  [1900]  2  Ch.  695. 
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Covenant 

for  quiet 

enjoyment. 


BiTisibility  of 
easements. 


[extends  to  an  easement  paroel  of  the  demise  (b).  But  it  does  not 
enlarge  the  grant,  so  as  to  confer  an  easement  not  within  the 
grant  (c) ;  nor  does  a  qualified  covenant  for  title  in  a  oonveyanoe 
extend  to  an  easement  to  which  the  grantor  was  not  entitled  ((/).] 

If  a  severance  of  the  dominant  tenement  takes  place,  all  its 
easements  which  are  attached  to  the  tenement  and  not  to  the 
person  of  the  owner  will  attach  to  the  severed  portions  {e).  It  is 
obvious,  however,  that  by  such  severance  no  right  is  acquired  to 
impose  an  additional  burthen  on  the  servient  tenement.  However 
numerous  the  occupants  of  the  severed  tenement  maybe,  they  must 
still  confine  themselves  within  the  limits  of  the  right  existing  at  the 
time  of  severance. 

Merlin  (/)  expresses  his  opinion,  that  wherever  the  object  of  a 
servitude  is,  from  its  nature,  capable  of  a  division,  it  may  be 
divided.  A  right,  for  example,  of  drawing  water  from  a  well,  to 
the  extent  of  fifty  buckets  a  day,  may  be  divided,  if  the  house  is 
capable  of  division ;  and,  if  the  house  is  divided  into  two  parts, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  each  of  the  divided  parts  (chacune  de 
ces  deux  maisons)  from  having  in  this  water  drawing  (puisage)  a 
right  equal  or  unequal  according  to  the  stipulations  of  the  instru* 
ment  of  partition.  So  if  a  man  is  bound  by  a  servitude  not  to 
raise  his  wall  above  a  certain  height,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
his  being  liberated  from  this  burden  in  part,  and,  consequently, 
no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  considered  divisible. 

The  civil  law  distinctiy  recognized  the  doctrine,  that  the  domi- 
nant tenement  continues  to  enjoy  its  servitudes,  notwithstanding 
a  severance  (g). 


(b)  PomfrH  y.  Ricroft  (1669),  I  Sannd. 
322 ;  Andrews  y.  Paradiu  (1725),  8  Mod. 
319.  Cf.  Child  y.  8tmn%ng  (1879),  11 
Ch.  Div.  82. 

(e)  BUUeh/ord  r.  Maywr  ef  Plymouth 
(1837),  3  Bing,  N.  C.  691 ;  PotU  y. 
SmUh  (1868),  L.  R.  6  Eq.  311 ;  Booth  y. 
Alcoek  (1873),  L.  R.  8  Ch.  663 ;  Zeteh 
y.  Sehweder  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  463. 
Cf.  Spoor  y.  Grem  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Exch. 
99 ;  Aftderton  y.  Oppenheimer  (1880), 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Diy.  602  ;  Sanderson  y. 
Mayor  of  Berwiek'Upon- Ticeed  (1884), 
L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Diy.  547 ;  Hobinson  y. 
Xilvert  (1889),  L.  R.  41  Ch.  Diy.  88. 
Cf .  Harrison  y.  Muncaster,  [1891]  2  Q.  B. 
680. 

(d)  Thackeray  y.  Wood  (1865),  6  B.  & 
8.  766. 

[e)  Harris  y.  Drewe  (1831),  2  B.  &  Ad. 


164 ;  35  R.  R.  627  [(as  to  pews) :  Codling 
y.  Johnson  (1829),  9  B.  &  C.  934 ;  33  R.  R. 
375 ;  and  Netoeomen  y.  Coulson  (1877), 
L.  R.  5  Ch.  Diy.  at  p.  141  (as  to  rights 
of  way).  Dist.  Midland  Itail.  Co,  y. 
GribbU,  [1895]  2  Ch.  827,  where  the 
way  was  erected  for  the  pnrpofle  of 
affording  oommunication  between  the 
two  tenements  whUe  in  the  same  hands. 
And  of .  as  to  commons],  TyrringhnmU 
Case  (1584),  4  Rep.  36  b ;  Wyat  WiU^s 
Case  (1610),  8  Rep.  78  b. 

(/)  Repertoire  de  Jnrisprudenoe,  tit. 
Servitade,  p.  45 ;  and  see  below,  Part  IV. 
Chap.  III. 

(^)  8i  stipnlator  decesserit  plnribos 
hereoibus  rmiotis,  singoli  solidam  yiam 
petunt. — Dig.  8,  1,  17,  de  senr.  [See 
Ibid.  11.] 

Si  pnedinm  tunm  mihi  serviat,  sive 
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(b.)  Ah  to  RighU  not  legally  appurtenant  to  the  Tenement  conveyed. 

Questions  of  difficulty  arise  where  there  has  been  a  unity  of  Express  grant 
ownership  of  the  dominant  and  servient  tenements,  and  where,  twotene- 
consequently,  all  easements  have  been  merged  in  the  general  ™e^*"» 
rights  of  property. 

Where  such  easements  are  in  their  nature  continuous  and 
apparent,  they  pass  upon  a  severance  of  the  tenements,  by  impli< 
cation  of  law,  without  any  words  of  new  grant  or  conveyance. 
Indeed,  properly  speaking,  such  easements  are  not  revived,  but 
newly  created,  by  an  implied  grant.  This  subject  is  considered  in 
the  next  chapter. 

The  same  observation  applies  to  easements,  commonly  called 
"  of  necessity  "  {h). 

Other  easements,  such  as  ordinary  rights  of  way,  will  not 
pass  upon  a  severance  of  the  tenements,  unless  the  owner  '*  uses 
language  to  show  that  he  intended  to  create  the  easement  de 
novo"(»). 

[This  rule  was  acted  upon  in  the  case  of  Worthington  v.  Gim" 
son  (A;),  in  which  Grompton,  J.,  cites  the  last  three  paragraphs  of 
the  text  from  the  words  "  where  such  easements  "  to  "  de  novo," 
and  assents  to  the  statement  of  the  law  contained  in  them ;  and 
in  Pearson  v.  Spencer  (/),  Blackburn,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  says,  '*  We  do  not  think  that  on  a  severance 
of  two  tenements,  any  right  to  use  ways  which,  during  the  imity 
of  ownership,  has  been  used  and  enjoyed  in  fact,  passes  to  the 
owner  of  the  dissevered  tenement,  unless  there  be  something  in  the 
conveyance  to  show  an  intention  to  create  a  right  de  novo.  We 
agree  with  what  was  said  in ,,  Worthing  ton  v.  Crimson  (m),  that  in 
this  respect  there  is  a  distinction  between  continuous  easements, 
such  as  drains,  &c.,  and  discontinuous  easements,  such  as  a  right  of 
way."] 

General  words,  such  as  ^'  appertaining,  belonging,"  &c.,  have  What  woids 
been  held  in  numerous  instances,  both  with  regard  to  rights  of  "'*®^^®"*- 


ego  partis  prsdii  tni  dominnB  esse  cgb-  pi.   15.      But  a  right  of  way  over  a 

pero,  sive  tu  znei,  p|€r  partes  seryitus  ''vifiible  road''  may  pass  by  implied 

retioetnr,    Ucet   ab    initio    per   partes  grant ;  below,  Chap.  II.  Sect.  1  (b)]. 

adqniri  non  poterat.— Dig.  8,  1,  8,  de  (k)  (I860),  2  E.  &  E.  618 ;  29  L.  J., 

serr.  Q.  ^,  116. 

(A)  Poet,  Chap.  IV.  *(/)  (1861),  1  B.  &  S.  671 ;  in  error,  3 

(i)  Per    Bayley,    B.,    in    Barhw   v.  B.  &S.  761. 

Rhodes  (1833),  1  G.  &  M.  448  ;  38  B.  B.  (m)  (1860),  2  E.  &  E.  618  ;  29  L.  J., 

658;  [of.Bro.  Abr.,  ''Extingaishment,*'  Q.  B.  116. 
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What  words  common  and  way,  to  be    insufficient  to  pass  the  right  upon  a 
, L_  severance  of    the  tenements  (n) ;    but  a  conveyance  containing 

the  words  "used,  occupied,  and  enjoyed,"  has  been  held  to  be 

sufficient  (o). 

Indeed,  these  words  are  as  much  a  description  of  the  thing 
granted,  as  if  the  way  had  been  set  out  by  its  termini ;  in  either 
case  it  would  be  a  matter  to  be  ascertained  by  parol  evidence,  what 
was  comprised  by  the  description  (p). 

[Such  few  authorities  as  are  inconsistent  with  the  rule  as  above 
stated  in  giving  to  the  words  "appertaining"  and  "belonging" 
the  same  extended  meaning  proper  to  the  words  "used  and 
enjoyed,"  must  nowl)e  held  to  be  overruled  or  to  rest  on  their 
own  special  facts  (q). 

In  Wardle  v.  Brockhhurst  (r)  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
acted  upon  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  words 
"  used,  occupied,  and  enjoyed  "  are  sufficient. 

In  that  case.  A.,  owner  of  two  farms,  the  Lower  Beach  Farm, 
situate  on  a  natural  stream,  and  the  Bed  House  Farm,  not  so 
situate,  conveyed  the  Red  House  Farm  to  the  defendant,  and 
afterwards  conveyed  the  Lower  Beach  Farm  to  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  time  of  the  conveyance  of  the  Bed  House  Farm  to  the 
defendant,  there  was  an  enjoyment  and  user  in  fact  of  water  from 


Wardle  v. 
BroekUhufft, 


in)  Saundey*  v.  Oliff  (1697),  Moore, 
467;  WhaUeyy,  Towp*o«  (1799),  1  Bos. 
&  P.  371 :  4  R.  R.  826 ;  Clements  v. 
Lambert  (1808),  1  Taunt.  *iQb ;  9  R.  R. 
749  ;  Barlow  v.  Rhodes  (1833),  1  C.  &M. 
439 ;  38  R.  R.  663.  [Cf.  Baring  v. 
Abingdon,  [1892]  2  Gh.  374,  389,  where 
this  statement  of  the  law  was  quoted 
and  approved  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.] 

(o)  Bradnhaw  v.  Eyre  (1597),  Cro. 
Eliz.  570  ;  JFordledg  v.  Kingetcel  (1698), 
ibid.  794  ;  Orymes  v.  Peacock  (1610),  1 
Bulstrode,  17;  Kooyttray.  Lucas  (1822), 

6  3.  &  Aid.  830  ;  24  R.  R.  675  ;  James 
y.  Plant  (1836).  4  A.  &  E.  749 ;  43  R.  R. 
465  ;  [Key  v.  Neath  Rural  District  Council 
(1905),  93  L.  T.  507 ;  affd.  96  L.  T. 
771  ;  the  oases  decided  under  sect.  6  of 
the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881,  cited  above, 
p.  84;  and  the  cases  cited  below, 
p.  91,  fi.'l 

(p)  Phillips  and  Amos  on  Eridenoe, 
8th  ed.  732;  see  HinchcUffe  v.  Lord 
Kinnoul  (1838),  6  Bing.  N.  C.  26; 
60  R.  R.  679 ;  Baird  v.  Fortune  (1861), 

7  Jur.,  N.  S.  926.    It  must  be  remem- 


bered that  these  words  are  by  virtue  of 
the  6th  section  of  the  Conveyancing  and 
Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  to  be  read 
into  every  conveyance  executed  since  the 
commencement  of  the  Act  (below,  p.  103). 

{g)  In  Com.  Dig.  <*  Chimin.''  D.  3, 
the  word  '*  &c."  may  perhaps  be  sup- 
posed to  denote  ''used  and  enjoyed,*' 
as  well  as  appertaining.  In  Jlill  v. 
Grange  (1566),  1  Plow.  170,  there  were 
expressions  in  the  deed  which  excluded 
the  proper  interpretation.  Staple  v. 
Heydon  (1704),  6  Mod.  1,  and  Morris  y. 
Edgington  (1810),  3  Taunt.  24 ;  12  R.  R. 
679,  were  in  fact  cases  of  ways  of 
necessity  :  see  per  Bayley,  B.,  in  Barlow 
V.  Rhodes  (1833),  1  C.  &  M.,  p.  446  ;  38 
R.  R.  653 ;  and  per  Denman,  C.  J.,  in 
Plant  V.  James  (1836),  5  B.  &  Ad., 
p.  791 ;  S.  C,  4  A.  &  E.  749 ;  43  R.  R. 
466.  Thomas  v.  Owen  (1887),  L.  R.  20 
Q.  B.  Div.  226,  was  a  case  of  a  "  visible 
road  "  :  see  per  Lindley.  L.  J.,  in  Baring 
V.  Abingdon,  [1892]  2  Ch.  at  p.  390. 

(r)  (1869),  1  E.  &  E.  1068. 
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[the  stream,  by  means  of  an  artificial  culvert  passing  from  the  What  words 
stream  at  a  point  above  Lower  Beach  Farm,  through  some  land 


already  belonging  to  the  defendant],  and  then  through  Eed  House  j^^l^^Jy^^^ 
Farm,  and  from  that  culvert  at  the  point  where  it  crossed  Red 
House  Farm  the  water  was  conducted  by  a  pipe  to  the  farm  build- 
ings of  Red  House  Farm,  while  the  rest  flowed  away  through  the 
culvert  down  to  some  dye-works  belonging  to  the  defendant. 

The  conveyance  of  Red  House  Farm  to  the  defendant  contained 
the  words  "  with  all  waters  and  watercourses  used,  occupied,  or 
enjoyed  with  the  premises." 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  owner  of  the  Lower 
Beach  Farm,  for  the  abstraction  by  the  defendant  of  water  from 
the  natural  stream  by  means  of  the  culvert ;  and  it  was  attempted 
to  distinguish  the  case  from  the  authorities  above  referred  to,  on 
two  grounds :  first  on  the  ground  that  the  user  and  enjoyment, 
prior  to  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant,  being  dependent,  not 
merely  on  the  acquiescence  of  the  owner  of  Lower  Beach  Farm, 
but  upon  the  assent  of  the  owner  of  the  land  through  which  the 
culvert  had  to  pass  between  the  natural  stream  and  Red  House 
Farm,  ^'  a  thing  so  subject  to  capricious  interruption  could  not  at 
law  be  the  subject  of  a  conveyance."  Upon  this  point,  Williams, 
J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said  that  if  the  land 
between  the  brook  and  the  Red  House  Farm  had  belonged  to  a 
third  person,  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  being  by  the  owner 
both  of  Lower  Beach  Farm  and  of  the  Red  House  Farm  would 
amount  to  a  statement  by  him  that,  in  as  far  as  in  him  lay,  he 
granted  to  the  defendant  the  Red  House  Farm,  together  with  the 
right  to  divert  the  water  from  the  brook,  depriving  himself  of  any 
right  to  complain  thereof  in  respect  of  being  the  proprietor  of 
Lower  Beach  Farm,  and  that  the  effect  was  the  same  as  a  grant 
by  the  owner  of  the  Lower  Beach  Farm  of  the  right  to  divert  the 
water.  To  perfect  that  right  it  would  be  necessary  to  have  a  grant 
from  the  owner  of  the  land  between  the  brook  and  the  Red  House 
Farm;  but  it  so  happened  that,  in  the  particular  case,  the 
defendant  himself  was  the  owner  of  the  intervening  land.  There- 
fore («)  the  right,  which  existed  only  as  an  enjoyment  before,  was, 
by  the  conveyance,  clothed  with  a  legal  character.    The  second 


(•)  See,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  sab-  judgment  of  Lord  Wensleydale  in  SoW' 

sequent  aoquintion  of  title  to  land,  by  dotham  y.  Wilson  (1860),  8  H.  L.  G.  364, 

a  person  ivho  had  made  or  received  a  and  of.  North  British  £ail,  Co.  y.  Park 

grant  of  an  easement  affecting  It,  the  Yard  Co.  Ltd.,  [1898]  A.  C.  643. 
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What  worda  [point  of  distinotion  relied  upon  was  that  more  water  was  taken 
from  the  stream  hy  the  culvert  than  was  used  for  the  Bed  House 
Farm,  and  that  oonvejance  only  passed  so  much  as  was  necessary 
to  be  enjoyed  and  used  for  the  Bed  House  Farm  (namely,  that 
which  passed  from  the  culvert  by  the  pipe  to  the  farm  buildings), 
whereas  the  defendant,  who  happened  also  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
lands  into  which  the  rest  of  the  water  in  the  culvert  passed  after 
it  left  Bed  House  Farm,  was  enjoying  the  water  for  the  use  of 
works  upon  those  other  lands  also.  Upon  this  the  judgment 
proceeds : — ^'  It  seems  at  first  a  strong  thing  to  say  that,  by  buying 
the  land  through  which  the  pipe  passed,  t.^.,  the  Bed  House  Farm, 
the  defendant  can  get  an  enjoyment  not  only  commensurate  with 
the  uses  of  the  farm,  but  sufficient  for  his  other  works  also.  The 
answer,  however,  seems  to  be,  that  by  purchasing  the  Bed  House 
Farm  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  watercourse  going  through  it,  he 
has  acquired  a  right  to  the  watercourse  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  conveyance  to  him.  It  is  true  the  enjoyment  was  only  by 
means  of  the  pipe  from  the  culvert,  but  he  could  not  have  enjoyed 
that  without  the  existence  and  continuance  of  that  culvert.  The 
culvert  was  ancillary  to  the  right.  It  is  plain,  as  the  right  con- 
veyed was  to  have  the  water  enjoyed  by  the  owners  of  the  Bed 
House  Farm,  and  to  have  it  in  the  way  in  which  they  enjoyed  it, 
and  as  that  way  was  by  means  of  the  flow  through  the  culvert,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  the  continuance  of  that  flow.  The 
consequence  is,  that  after  it  has  passed  Bed  House  Farm,  the 
defendant  gets  a  very  beneficial  enjoyment  of  it  below.  But  that 
result  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  have  the  flow  continued. 
If  he  were  not  entitled  to  such  continuance,  he  would  be  obliged 
to  put  up  some  works  to  provide  for  the  enjoyment  of  his  right  to 
the  water.     This  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  call  upon  him 

todo"(0. 

In  Tatton  v.  Hammersley  (i*),  the  effect  of  the  words  "  used  and 

enjoyed "  was  held  to  be  destroyed  by  an  express  reservation  of 

the  close  over  which  the  way  was  claimed,  with  the  appurtenances ; 

but  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  decision  would  now  be  upheld 


Effect  of  an 

expreas 

reaervatioD. 


(t)  It  would  appear  from  the  autho- 
rities quoted  in  the  next  chapter  that, 
even  without  the  special  words  referring 
to  watercourses  used  and  enjoyed  wil^ 
the  premises,  the  easement  claimed 
would  have  passed  to  the  defendant  as 
**  continuous  and  apparent."    And  the 


same  remarks  apply  to  Key  v.  Neath 
Rural  Liatriet  Council  (1905),  93  L.  T. 
607 ;  affd.  95  L.  T.  771 ;  and  to  cases 
of  continuous  and  apparent  easements 
decided  under  the  ConveTanoing  Act, 
1881,  s.  6,  as  to  which  see  below,  p.  103. 
(H)  (1849),  3  Exoh.  279. 
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[oh  this  ground.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  supported  by  the  oonsidera- 
tion  that  the  vrsj  was  claimed  by  grant  under  the  Statute  of 
Uses  (x). 

It  was  for  some  time  much  debated  whether  a  grant  of  easements  Whether 
"  used  and  enjoyed  "  with  the  premises  conveyed,  passes  only  such  ^oyment 
privileges  as  have  at  some  former  time  been  used  therewith  as  of  **  °^  "8^^* 
right,  or  all  conveniences  in  fact  used  therewith  at  the  date  of  be  shown. 
severance.    In  the  former  case  it  would  be  necessary  to  show  in 
every  case  that  the  tenement  granted  had  at  some  time  been  held 
separately  from  the  tenement  retained,  with  a  legal  right  to  the 
easement  claimed  in  respect  of  it. 

It  is  now  settled  law  that  no  such  necessity  exists.  Now  settled 

But  the  cases  upon  this  point  are  important  as  illustrating  the  enjoment  "* 
difficult  question,  what  amount  and  quality  of  user  during  the  unity  ^^^  necessary, 
of  possession  constitute  such  a  dependence  of  one  tenement  upon  the 
other  as  will,  under  a  grant  of  the  dependent  tenement  with  ways, 
&c.  used  and  enjoyed  therewith,  ripen  into  an  easement. 

In  all  the  cases  decided  before  Thomson  v.  Waterlow  (y),  with  the  Early  oases 
doubtful  exception  of  Kooystra  v.  Lucas  (s),  such  a  previous  sever-  ^'^*"®P^">*' 
anoe  and  enjoyment  as  of  right  appears  to  have  existed,  though  in 
none  of  them  was  the  decision  put  upon  that  ground. 

In  KooyBtra  v.  Lucas  {z)y  the  defendant  had  demised  to  the  Kooyttray. 
plaintiff  two  tenements,  Nos.  69  and  70,  Oxford  Street,  with  a  *^^' 
piece  of  ground  immediately  behind  No.  70,  which  had  once 
formed  part  of  a  yard  known  as  Sprang's  Dairy ;  and  the  lease 
included  all  ways,  passages,  &c.  to  the  demised  premises  belong- 
ing or  therewith  or  with  any  part  thereof  used  and  enjoyed.  At 
the  time  of  granting  the  lease,  and  for  many  years  before,  the 
whole  of  the  yard  (including  the  part  now  demised)  had  been 
in  the  possession  of  one  person,  who  had  used  a  gateway  between 
Nos.  71  and  72  as  a  way  for  his  horses  and  cattle  to  every  part  of 
the  yard.  The  plaintiff  built  a  coach-house  and  some  stables  upon 
the  part  demised,  and  claimed  to  use  the  gateway  and  a  way  over 
Bome  part  of  the  yard  (a)  as  a  means  of  access  to  them;  and  it 
was  held  that,  by  the  terms  of  his  lease,  he  was  entitled  to  do  so. 

ix)  See  aboye,  p.  77.  does   not   refer   to    this    latter   claim, 

(^)  (1868),  L.  A.  6  Eq.  36.  which  appears  from  the  statement  of 

{z)  (1822),  6  B.  &  Ad.  830  ;  24  R.  B.  facts.    So  far  as  the  judgment  and  the 

575.  *  reporter's  head-note  are  oonoemed,  the 

(a)  Kelly,  C.  B.,  in  commenting  on  case  might  simply  relate  to  the  question 

this  case  in  his  judgment  in  Langley  v.  of  the  (Uvisibility  of  easements,  discussed 

Hammond  (1868),  L.  B.  3  Ezoh.  at  p.  169,  above  at  p.  86. 
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necessary. 
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Lucas, 


Thonuon  y. 
Waterloto. 


[It  does  not  appear  by  the  report  whether  the  psui  demised  had 
been  held  separately  from  the  remainder  of  the  yard,  and  with  a 
legal  right  of  way  over  it ;  and,  though  it  may  fairly  be  inferred 
from  the  silenoe  of  the  reporter  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any  such  severance,  the  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  express 
authority  upon  the  point  discussed  in  Thomson  v.  Waterloic,  The 
report  does  not  show  how  far  the  part  demised  had  been  used  as 
dependent  on  the  part  retained,  nor  whether  there  was  any 
defined  or  usual  track  between  the  gateway  and  the  part  demised. 
Neither  does  it  appear  whether  there  was  any  practicable  approach 
to  the  plaintiff's  stables  except  through  the  gateway. 

In  Thomson  v.  Waterlow  (6),  it  appears  that  J.  and  R.  Fellowes, 
being  the  owners  of  closes  A.  and  B.,  had  made  a  road  leading 
from  a  common  adjacent  to  close  A.,  over  close  A.  to  close  B., 
and  had  used  it  for  their  personal  convenience  in  the  management 
of  their  property.  Close  B.  had  been  sold  to  the  plaintifiF,  who 
was  the  owner  of  an  estate  lying  beyond  it,  and  had  been 
conveyed  to  him  with  all  ways,  &c.  therewith  occupied  or  enjoyed; 
close  A.  had  then  been  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  to  use  the  road  above  referred  to  aa  appurtenant 
to  close  B.     Lord  Eomilly,  M.  E.,  decided  against  this  claim. 

^'  There  is,"  he  said,  '^  it  appears  to  me,  a  distinction  between 
the  user  of  a  way  which  has  been  made  by  the  owner  of  adjoining 
closes,  and  a  right  of  way  which,  previously  to  such  unity  of 
possession,  existed  from  one  close  to  another,  and  which  has 
become  merged  by  the  fact  of  the  same  person  having  become  the 
owner  of  both  properties.  I  do  not  think  that  the  judges  in 
Plant  V.  James  (c)  intended  to  lay  down  that  such  words  of 
conveyance  as  were  used  in  that  case,  and  in  the  present,  would 
constitute  the  grant  of  a  right  of  way  where  the  user  had  sprung 
solely  from  the  convenience  of  the  person  who  held  the  tenements, 
which  convenience  ceased  to  exist  when  the  severance  between  the 
closes  took  place. 

<<  My  meaning  will  be  better  explained  by  an  example :  Suppose 
the  proprietor  of  a  large  farmyard,  contiguous  to  and  opening  on 
a  high  road,  to  possess  six  fields  continuously  adjoining  each 
other  in  a  line  diverging  from  the  high  road,  and  that  for  the 
convenience  of  cultivating  them  the  owner  has  been  in  the  habit 


i: 


b)  (1868),  L.  B.  6  £q.  36. 

e)  (1836),  6  B.  &  Ad.  791 ;  4  A.  &  E.  749 ;  43  B.  B.  466. 
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ment  as  of 

right 
neceasary. 

Thomson  v. 
JFaterhtc, 


[of  cartinff  manure  from  the  farmyard  on  to  the  most  distant  close,  "WTiether  pre- 

viouB  6111  oy* 

and  also  of  conveying  the  produce  of  this  field  through  the  other 
fields  to  the  farmyard,  and  on  to  the  high  road. 

"  If,  in  that  state  of  things,  the  proprietor  should  sell  the  most 
distant  field  to  a  gentleman  who  made  it  a  part  of  his  park,  which 
was  contiguous  to  it,  and  which  was  still  more  distant  from  the 
high  road,  does  the  case  of  Pknt  v.  Ja^nes  mean  to  lay  down 
that  in  such  a  case,  if  in  the  conveyance  the  vendor  used  the 
words  which  are  contained  in  this  deed,  the  purchaser  of  the  field 
would  thereby  acquire  a  right  of  way  from  his  park  through  the 
land  of  the  vendor  to  the  high  road,  and  through  his  farmyard  ? 
I  think  nothing  less  than  express  words  describing  such  a  road 
would  be  sufficient  for  such  a  purpose.  But  the  case  would  be 
Tery  different  if  the  owner  of  the  park  had  always  had  a 
right  of  way  from  the  park  through  the  six  closes  to  the  high 
road,  and  had  afterwards  become  the  purchaser  of  those  six  fields 
and  the  farmyard,  whereby  the  right  of  way  had  become  merged 
by  unity  of  possession,  and  if  he  had  afterwards  sold  the  park 
and  the  adjoining  six  fields  to  a  purchaser,  and  in  the  conveyance 
conveyed  to  that  purchaser  *  all  rights  of  way  now  or  heretofore 
used,  occupied,  or  enjoyed,'  then  these  words  would  point  expressly 
to  the  ways  formerly  used. 

"  In  the  case  before  me,  there  was  no  previous  right  of  way  to 
be  merged ;  how  then  can  unity  of  possession  create  in  one  case 
what  it  suspends  in  another  case  {d),  and  give  to  the  purchaser  of 
the  outlying  closes  all  the  same  modes  of  access  over  the  rest 
of  the  adjoining  property  of  the  vendor  which  that  vendor  used 
before  the  sale  P  It  is  clear  that  it  cannot,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
be  put  less  high  than  this,  for  why  should  the  purchaser  be  allowed 
to  select  one  out  of  half-a-dozen  ways  which  the  vendor  was 
habitually  using  P 

"  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  if  these  words  were  held  to  create 
a  new  right  of  way,  they  would  give  the  purchaser  of  the  outlying 
field  a  right  of  going  over  the  adjoining  property  of  the  Messrs. 
Fellowes  in  every  direction  in  which  they  had  been  accustomed  to 
go  from  or  to  the  land  in  question,  and  that  in  a  case  where  such 
access  is  not  necessary  for  the  convenient  use  and  occupation  of  the 


{tt)  It  seemfi  probable  that  there  is 
some  mistake  here  in  the  report.  Ob- 
Tionslj  it  is  not  the  nnity  of  possession. 


but  the  express  p^rant  aooompanying 
the  seyerance,  whioh  is  said  to  create 
the  right  of  access. 
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WaUrlow, 


Zangley  v. 
Hammond, 


[piece  of  land  so  sold.  This  evidently  could  not  be  the  intention  of 
the  vendor.  The  question  depends  upon  the  construction  of  tJie 
deed ;  and  it  is  clear  that  these  words  have  only  a  natural  meaning 
belonging  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  not  a  technical 
meaning  extending  to  every  road  which  the  owner  may  have  made 
for  his  own  temporary  convenience.  I  do  not  think  the  words 
have  such  a  meaning  by  themselves.  I  do  not  think  the  vendors 
used  them  in  that  sense.  I  think  no  case  exists  which  compels  me 
to  give  them  a  meaning  contrary  to  that  which,  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  they  will  properly  bear. 

''The  case,  therefore,  must  depend  upon  this  circumstanoe, 
whether  there  was  a  road  used  before  the  vendors  held  the  property; 
in  other  words,  whether  it  was  an  old  road  which  became  merged 
by  the  unity  of  their  possession,  or  whether  it  was  simply  a  road 
used  for  their  own  convenience  in  managing  the  property." 

In  Langley  v.  Hammond  (e)  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a 
house  and  pleasure-ground,  and  was  the  lessor  of  a  farmyard,  with 
some  outbidldings  erected  upon  it,  which  adjoined  his  pleasure- 
ground  on  the  west.  The  entrance  to  the  f eurmyard  was  in  a  street 
to  the  north ;  and,  from  the  entrance  gate  straight  across  the  open 
yard  and  terminating  at  the  opposite  hedge  on  the  south  (in  which 
there  was  no  gateway  or  means  of  exit) ,  was  a  hard  gravelled  roadway, 
used  for  carting  the  farm  produce  into  the  yard,  and  for  the  more 
convenient  access  to  the  buildings  thereon,  and  not  fenced  in  on 
either  side.  In  1866  the  defendant,  wishing  to  regain  possession 
of  that  portion  of  the  farmyard  which  immediately  adjoined  his 
pleMure-ground  and  lay  between  the  boundary  of  his  grounds  and 
the  roadway  above  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  kitchen 
garden,  took  a  surrender  of  this  strip  of  land  and  the  outbuildings 
upon  it,  "together  with  all  ways  ....  therewith  now  used, 
occupied,  and  enjoyed,"  and  covenanted  to  make  and  keep  in  repair 
a  boundary  fence  between  the  strip  surrendered  and  the  remainder 
of  the  farmyard.  After  the  surrender  the  defendant  claimed  the 
right  to  have  a  gateway  in  the  boundary  fence,  and  to  use  the 
whole  length  of  the  roadway  as  an  access  to  the  strip  surrendered. 
She  had  no  other  means  of  getting  to  this  strip  with  a  cart,  unless 
she  made  a  road  through  her  pleasure-ground.  At  the  trial  the 
judge  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff ;  and  a 
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[rule  nisi,  obtained  by  the  defendant,  to  enter  the  verdict  for  her,  Whether  pre- 

'-,'•'  '  '     vious  en  joy- 

was  discharged  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  ment  an  uf 

Kelly,  C.  B.,  in  giving  judgment,  said :  "  I  do  not  enter  into  neoMsaiy. 
the  question  of  how  for  this  was  a  defined  fixed  road.  Though  it 
is  spoken  of  as  a  hard  gravelled  road,  it  seems  to  have  been  more 
properly  a  track ;  but  at  any  rate  it  was  a  way  along  which  persons 
occasionally  passed  from  West  Street  to  the  land  containing  the 
buildings.  The  question  is  this :  there  never  having  been  a  time, 
previously  to  the  surrender  of  1866,  when  the  two  pieces  of  ground 
were  owned  and  used  by  different  persons,  so  as  to  moke  it  possible 
for  a  right  of  way  in  a  strict  sense  to  exist,  but  the  way  having 
only  been  used  for  the  accommodation  and  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
owner  of  both  properties,  was  a  right  of  way,  upon  the  severance 
of  the  properties  by  the  conveyance  or  surrender  of  1866,  created 
or  passed  by  law  by  virtue  of  general  words,  which  we  may  take  as 
being  the  largest  and  most  extensive  that  could  have  been  used  ? 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  not.  The  law  resulting  from  the 
numerous  and  complicated  cases  to  which  we  have  been  referred  is 
simply  this  T  When  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  land  has  a  right  of 
way  over  adjacent  land,  bo  that  lie  may  maintain  at  any  time  an 
action  for  an  obstruction,  if  afterwards  by  inheritance  or  purchase 
both  pieces  of  land  come  to  one  and  the  same  owner,  the  right  is 
necessarily  at  an  end,  the  enjoyment  thenceforth  being  the  mere 
exerose  of  a  right  of  property  on  his  own  land.  But,  if  at  a  later 
period  the  properties  again  fall  into  the  ownership  and  possession 
of  different  persons,  and  in  the  conveyance  of  the  land  to  which 
the  right  of  way  was  formerly  attached,  the  words  are  found, 
*  together  with  all  ways,  &c.  used  or  enjoyed  therewith,'  the  effect 
of  these  words  is  to  revive  the  right  that  formerly  existed,  and 
which  has  been,  not  extmguished,  but  only  suspended.  But  since 
it  does  not  appear  here  that  at  any  anticedent  time  there  existed  a 
right  over  one  of  these  pieces  of  land  attached  to  the  other  piece  of 
land,  the  effect  of  these  words  cannot  make  or  revive  a  right  of 
way  that  never  before  existed. 

''I  need  not  examine  the  authorities  at  length;  the  effect  of 
them  may  be  correctly  gathered  from  the  judgment  of  the  Master 
of  the  RoUs  in  Thomson  v.  Waterlow,  which  relieves  me  from  the 
necessity  of  considering  them  in  detail." 

Martin,  B.,  seems  also  to  have  considered  himself  bound  by  tho 
judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Thomson  v.  Waterlow  to 
decide  the  case  on  the  same  ground. 


96 


ACQUISITION  OF  EASEMENTS. 


"Whether  pre- 

tious  enjoy- 

ment  as  of 

right 
neoessaiy. 

Langley  ▼. 
Samnumd. 


Wattt  r. 
Kelson, 


[Bramwell,  B.,  gave  judgment  as  follows : — ^'  I  also  think  this 
rule  must  be  discharged.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  and  I  do  not 
understand  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  to  have  decided,  that  a  right 
of  way  could  not  pass  under  words  such  as  those  here  used,  even 
though  there  had  always  previously  been  unity  of  ownership  and 
possession.  And  should  the  case  arise,  I  should  wish  for  time  to 
consider  before  I  consented  to  the  doctrine  supposed  to  have  been 
laid  down.  Suppose  a  house  to  stand  100  yards  from  a  highway, 
and  to  be  approached  by  a  road  running  along  the  side  of  a  field, 
used  for  no  other  purpose,  but  only  fenced  off  from  the  field,  which 
I  assume  to  be  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the  house,  I  should 
wish  for  time  to  consider  before  deciding  that  on  the  conveyance 
of  the  house  the  right  to  use  that  road,  not  being  a  way  of 
necessity,  would  not  pass  under  such  words  as  these.  The  ground 
on  which  I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged  is  that  there  is 
here  really  no  defined  road.  It  is  said  that  it  is  hard  and  gravelled, 
but  in  truth,  as  soon  as  you  turn  out  of  West  Street,  you  do  not 
come  into  what  is  a  road  and  nothing  else,  kept  for  no  other 
purpose,  but  into  a  rick-yard,  where  the  occupier  could,  and  no 
doubt  did,  go  in  any  particular  direction  he  desired.  But  this  is 
not  a  way  of  such  a  definite  kind  as  will  pass  under  general  words ; 
it  is  no  more  a  way  (if  I  may  use  the  illustration)  than  the  short 
cut  a  man  may  take  across  his  room  from  the  piano  to  the  fireplace 
is  a  way.  In  one  sense,  no  doubt,  it  is  a  way  which  he  may  use ; 
but  he  only  uses  it  equally  with  ways  in  other  directions,  by  virtue 
of  his  right  of  possession,  not  because  there  is  any  road  made  there, 
but  because  it  is  the  shortest  cut  to  the  place  he  wishes  to  get  to. 

*^  Another  ground  is  this,  that,  assuming  any  way  to  exist,  it 
would  be  merely  a  way  up  to  the  nearest  part  of  the  adjoining 
land ;  but  the  defendant  claims  to  go  through  the  whole  piece  to 
the  extreme  end.  As  these  grounds  are  in  my  judgment  sufficient, 
I  will  not  entangle  the  case  by  a  consideration  of  the  other  questions 
raised." 

Watts  V.  Kelson  (/),  a  case  of  watercourse,  was  decided  on 
another  point  and  without  reference  to  the  words  of  the  grant  of 
easements ;  but,  in  the  course  of  the  argument  and  of  the  judg- 
ment, the  Lords  Justices  Janies  and  Mellish  expressed  their  con- 
currence in  the  observations  of  Baron  Bramwell  in  the  above  case 
of  Langley  v.  Hammond, 
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[The  point  was  well  raised  in  Kay  v.  Oxley  {g).     The  defendant  Whether  pre- 
had  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  a  messuage,  with  a  cottage  and  stable     ment  ai  of 
belonging  to  it,  called  "Eoseville,"  "together  with  all   .   •   .   .        '^e^^* 
ways  and  rights  of  way  ....  with  the  same  or  any  of  them  now 
ot  heretofore  demised,  occupied,  or  enjoyed."    A  former  tenant  of 
RoBeville  had,  by  permission,  built  a  loft  over  the  cottage,  with 
apertures  opening  on  to  a  private  fiSm-road  passing  over  other 
land  of  the  defendant ;  and  he  and  his  under-tenants  had,  up  to 
the  time  of  the  sale  to  the  plaintiff,  used  the  defendant's  farm- 
road  to  get  hay  and  com  to  the  loft.     It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
Tvas  entitled  to  use  the  road  for  the  same  purposes. 

"  The  first  case,"  said  Blackburn,  J., "  relied  on  for  the  defendant 
18  Thomson  v.  Waterloic  [h)  before  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls ; 
and  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  he  must  have  been  misunderstood. 
He  is  reported  to  have  said:  *  There  is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  a 
distinction  between  the  user  of  a  way  which  has  been  made  by  the 
owner  of  adjoining  closes,  and  a  right  of  way  which,  previously  to 
such  unity  of  possession,  existed  from  one  close  to  the  other,  and 
which  has  become  merged  by  the  fact  of  the  same  person  having 
become  the  owner  of  both  properties.'  I  quite  agree  that  there  is 
a  distinction.  The  way  which  had  existed  previously  to  the  unity 
of  possession,  and  which  still  continued  to  exist,  is  obviously  one 
to  be  used  and  enjoyed  as  appertaining  to  the  other  premises.  In 
the  case  of  the  other  way  it  would  require  to  be  seen  whether  it 
had  been  so  used  and  enjoyed.  Then  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
continues:  *I  do  not  think  that  the  judges  in  James  v.  Plant  (i) 
intended  to  lay  down  that  such  words  of  conveyance  as  were  used 
in  that  case  and  in  the  present  would  constitute  the  grant  of  a 
right  of  way,  where  the  user  had  sprung  solely  from  the  conve- 
nience of  the  person  who  held  both  tenements,  which  convenience 
ceased  to  exist  when  the  severance  between  the  closes  took  plaoe.' 
Taking  that  as  the  rule  to  be  applied  as  to  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
it  is  a  sound  one.  I  think,  whenever  it  appears  that  an  alleged 
right  of  way  had  been  used  for  the  convenience  of  the  person  who 
held  both  tenements,  which  convenience  ceased  to  exist  when  a 
severance  took  place,  it  is  a  good  rule  to  adopt  to  say  that  the  way 
was  not  used  or  enjoyed  as  appurtenant  to  the  premises — ^it  was 
used  for  the  convenience  of  the  man  who  was  the  occupier  of  the 
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Whether  pre-  [two ;  and,  when  lie  ceajses  to  be  the  occupier  of  the  two,  I  think 
ment  as  of  it  is  no  longer  appurtenant.  That,  I  think,  is  a  sound  rule.  And, 
« J!if^*        though  the  facts  of  the  case  before  the  late  Master  of  the  Bolls 

neoeasaiy.  ^ 

are  not  set  out,  I  presume  they  were  such  as  to  show  that  the 


Kay  T.  Oxhy, 


right  of  way  said  to  pass  was  for  the  convenience  of  the  person  so 
long  as  he  was  the  occupier  of  the  whole  premises  to  which  and 
over  which  the  way  went.  Looking  at  it  in  that  view,  it  would 
seem  to  have  been  a  sound  enough  decision. 

"  In  Langley  v.  Hammond  {k)  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  is  reported 
to  have  laid  it  down  as  a  matter  of  law :  ^  Since  it  does  not  appear 
here  that  at  any  antecedent  time,'  that  is,  before  the  unity  of 
possession,  ^  there  existed  a  right  over  one  of  these  pieces  of  land 
attached  to  the  other  piece  of  land,  the  effect  of  these  words,' 
(together  with  all  ways  used  or  enjoyed  therewith)  *  cannot  make 
or  revive  a  right  of  way  that  never  before  existed.'  And  then  he 
goes  on  to  cite  what  I  have  read  from  the  judgment  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  Thomson  v.  Waterlow,  No  doubt  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  so  lays  down  the  law ;  and,  if  that  had  been  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  we  should  have  been  boimd  by  it,  and  we 
must  have  left  the  question  whether  it  was  right  or  no  for  the 
Court  of  Error.  But  I  cannot  agree  that,  upon  the  construction 
of  words  like  those  in  the  conveyance  here  in  question,  they  cannot 
as  a  matter  of  law  create  a  right  of  way  that  did  not  previously 
exist  as  a  right.  If  the  words,  as  my  brother  Lush  suggested  in 
the  course  of  the  argument,  had  been  ^  together  with  the  right  of 
way  which  Green  (the  under-tenant  of  Boseville)  de  facto  has 
enjoyed  of  passing  over  the  private  farm-road,'  supposing  that  had 
been  a  right  of  way  never  enjoyed  as  of  right  but  merely  a  way 
de  facto  used,  still,  I  think  the  words  would  have  clearly  enough 
created  a  right  of  way.  I  quite  agree,  where  there  is  a  track 
across  the  middle  of  a  stack-yard,  and  the  owner  sold  one  side  of 
the  stack-yard  to  enable  the  purchaser  to  throw  it  into  his  pleasure- 
grounds,  that  track  across  the  middle  of  the  stack-yard  woidd  not, 
to  use  the  words  of  the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  be  a  right  of  way 
appurtenant  to  every  portion  of  the  stack-yard,  but  a  right  of  way 
solely  for  the  convenience  of  the  person  who  held  the  whole  stack- 
yard, which  convenience  ceased  to  exist  when  he  severed  one  part 
of  the  stack-yard,  from  the  other.  That  is  a  good  and  sound 
distinction ;  and,  taking  it  in  that  way,  which  is  the  point  Martin, 
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[B.,  went  upon,  I  think  the  decision  is  perfectly  good  and  right.  Whether  pre- 
As  to  the  Lord  Chief  Baron's  dictum,  I  do  not  think  that  what  the     ment  as  of 
Master  of  the  Rolls  said  amounted  to  so  much  ;  but,  if  it  did,  we     ^.I^^ 
have  the  dicta  of  the  Lords  Justices  James  and  Mellish  in  Watts 
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'e  V. 


V.  Kelson  (/),  showing  that  they  do  not  agree  in  the  doctrine.  It 
cannot  make  any  diflFerence  in  law,  whether  the  right  of  way  was 
only  de  facto  used  and  enjoyed,  or  whether  it  was  originally 
created  before  the  unity  of  possession  and  then  ceased  to  exist  as 
a  matter  of  right,  so  that  in  the  one  case  it  would  be  a  right 
created  de  novo,  in  the  other  merely  revived.  But  it  makes  a  great 
difference  as  matter  of  evidence  on  the  question  whether  the  way 
was  used  and  enjoyed  as  appurtenant." 

The  judgment  of  Lush,  J.,  was  to  the  same  effect.  Other  cases  on 

Li  Barkshire  v.  Gmbb  (w),  the  main  question  was  raised  in  this  of^eMements 
■way.  Two  brothers  and  two  sisters,  tenants  in  common  in  equal  '^^  and 
shares  of  a  piece  of  ground  which  had  never  been  divided,  verbally  j^^j.j.gj^iy^ 
agreed  that  the  land  should  be  partitioned  as  follows,  viz.,  that  Grubb. 
one  portion  (coloured  green  on  a  plan  afterwards  prepared,  and  so 
referred  to  in  the  case  as  the  green  portion)  should  be  conveyed 
to  the  elder  brother,  another  portion  (called  the  pink  portion)  to 
the  second  brother,  and  the  remainder  (called  the  blue  portion)  to 
the  elder  sister,  the  remaining  sister  receiving  50/.  from  the 
brothers  for  her  share  of  the  land.  On  the  pink  and  blue  portions 
stood  a  double  cottage,  or  building  divided  into  two  cottages. 
This  building  stood  to  the  east  of  a  high  road,  from  which  it  was 
separated  by  part  of  the  pink  land.  The  eastern  cottage  (the  one 
farthest  from  the  high  road)  stood  on  the  blue  portion ;  the 
western  cottage  stood  on  the  pink  portion.  Access  from  the  high 
road  to  both  the  cottages  was  obtained  by  a  clearly  defined  gravel 
path,  which  had  been  constructed  during  the  unity  of  possession, 
and  passed  over  that  part  of  the  pink  portion  which  separated  the 
cottages  from  the  high  road.  The  deed  of  partition,  executed  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  above  set  out,  was  so  drawn  as  not  to 
divide  the  pink  portion  from  the  blue,  but  to  make  the  younger 
brother  and  the  elder  sister  tenants  in  common  of  both ;  but  the 
brother  took  possession  of  the  pink  portion,  and  the  sister  of  the 
blue.  The  brother  having  stopped  up  the  path,  an  action  was 
brought  by  the  sister  for  partition  of  the  pink  and  blue  portions, 
or  for  rectification  of  the  deed  already  executed. 
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Eaaements  [The  action  was  heard  by  Fry,  J.,  who  held  that  the  plamtiff  was 
enjoyed,  &c.  entitled  to  have  the  deed  reformed,  so  as  to  give  her,  instead  of  an 
Barkshire  v.  niidivided  moiety  of  the  pink  and  blue  land,  the  blue  land  in 
severalty,  together  with  a  right  of  way  over  the  gravelled  path  for 
all  purposes  connected  with  the  blue  land,  and  ordered  the  brother 
to  restore  the  path. 

'*  In  determining  how  the  conveyance  ought  to  be  framed,  the 
Court  could  not  exclude  from  its  consideration  the  fact  that  the 
gravelled  path  was  actually  used  as  the  mode  of  access  from  the 
road  to  the  cottages..     Further,  I  must  observe  that   from  the 
evidence  it  appears  that  there  was  in  fact  at  this  time  no  other  path 
leading  from  the  high  road  to  the  cottages;  and,  upon  the  scheme 
of  the  agreement,  there  was  no  other  which  could  well  be  used  for 
access  to  the  blue  land,  for  that  land  was  on  all  sides  surrounded 
either  by  the  pink  or  by  the  property  of  strangers.     Therefore,  in- 
my  opinion,  the  deed  to  carry  into  efEect  the  agreement  ought  to 
have  contained  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  to  the  plaintiff  over  the 
gravelled  path.     But  I  will  go  a  little  further,  and  will  suppose 
that  the  deed  executed  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  instead  of 
expressly  granting  the  way,  had  cotitained  only  the  ordinary 
general  words  ;  would  those  words  have  passed  this  right  of  way  ? 
I  think  that  among  the  general  words  would  have  been  found  a 
grant  of  *  all  ways  now  used  or  enjoyed  with  '  the  blueland  (n). 
Then  the  simple  inquiry  would  have  been,  was  the  way  in  question^ 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  used  or  enjoyed  with  the 
blue  land  ?    If  it  was,  it  would  have  passed  with  the  deed ;  if  it 
was  not,  it  would  not  have  passed  (o).     I  have  already  found  upon 
the  evidence  that  the  way  was  used  at  the  time  with  the  blue 
land ;  and,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  have  passed  under 
those  general  words.**      The  learned  Judge  then  reviewed  the 
authorities,  and  said  that  the  doubt,  introduced  by  the  cases  of 
Thotmon  v,  Waterloto  (p)  and  Langley  v.  Hammond  (^),  whether  the 


(n)  See,  however,  Bolton  v.  Bolton 
(1879),  L.  R.  11  Ch.  D.  968.  Cf.  NicholU 
V.  NicholU  (1900),  81  L.  T.  811. 

(o)  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  with 
the  principles  here  stated  the  decision 
of  V.-C.  Kindersley  in  Daniel  v.  Atider- 
son  (31  L.  J.,  Ch.  610;  8  Jur.,  N.  S. 
328).  For,  if  the  way  there  claimed 
was  in  fact  used  with  No.  4,  Miacing 
Lane,  daring  the  unity,  and  if  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  grant  of  all 


ways  used  with  the  property,  he  was 
entitled  as  against  his  vendor  to  the 
way  in  question.  And,  as  the  defendant 
presumably  had  notice  of  the  plaintiff*s 
rights  (see  Fewster  v.  Turner ^  11  L.  J., 
N.  S.  Ch.,  per  Wigram,  V.-C,  at 
p.  163),  the  plaintiff  had  the  same 
rights  in  equity  as  against  him. 

(p)  (1868),  L.  R.  6  Eq.  36. 

{q)  (1868),  L.  R.  3  Exoh.  161. 
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[above  words  would  be  sufficient  to  pass  ways  never  enjoyed  as  of    ^*!?"®°J' 
right  and  over  a  separate  property,  was  dispelled  by  the  dicta  in   enjoyed,  &o. 
Wafis  V.  Kelson  (r)  and  the  decision  in  Kat/  v.  Owlet/  («).     After    sarkshWe  v. 
quoting  the  opinion  expressed  by  Baron  Bramwell  in  Langley  v.        GrM. 
Hammond  (t),  he  continued :   "  I  adopt  that  view :  I  think  that, 
where  there  are  two  adjoining  closes,  and  there  exists  over  one  of 
them  a  formed  and  constructed  road,  which  is  in  fact  used  for  the 
purposes  of  the  other,  and  that  other  is  granted  with  the  general 
words  *  together  with  all  ways  now  used  or  enjoyed  therewith,'  a 
right  of  way  over  the  formed  road  will  pass  to  the  grantee,  even 
though    that    road    had  been   constructed  during  the  unity  of 
possession  of  the  two  closes,  and  had  not  existed  previously." 

The  point  arose  once  more  in  Bay  ley  v.  Great  Western  Rail,  ^y^y-^* 
Co.  (m),  and  the  law  as  laid  down  by  Fry,  J.,  in  the  above  case  nail.  Co. 
was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  In  this  case,  the  Great 
Western  Eailway  Company  had  purchased  from  the  plaintifp, 
under  the  powers  of  their  Act,  a  piece  of  land  on  which  was  a 
stable;  and  by  the  conveyance  to  the  company  the  land  was 
granted  "  together  with  all  ...  .  rights,  members,  and  appur- 
tenances ....  deemed,  taken  or  known,  held,  occupied  or  en- 
joyed as  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof."  Access  to  the  stable 
from  the  high  road  had  always  been  obtained  by  means  of  a 
private  road  passing  over  other  land  of  the  plaintiff,  and  con- 
structed during  the  unity  of  possession  of  such  other  land  with  the 
land  conveyed;  and  this  means  of  access  had  apparently  been 
granted  or  permitted  to  a  tenant  of  the  plaintiff  up  to  the  date  of 
the  conveyance.  It  was  held  by  Chitty,  J.,  and  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  that  the  company  had,  by  virtue  of  the  conveyance,  the 
right  to  use  thisprivate  road,  although  the  conveyance  affected 
to  grant,  not  "  ways  "  but  "  rights  "  enjoyed  with  the  stable,  and 
notwithstanding  that  the  stable  was  purchased  for  the  purpose  of 
the  defendants'  undertaking.  Chitty,  J.,  said  that,  in  this  con- 
nection, the  term  "rights"  must  be  used  in  some  secondary 
sense,  and  as  denoting  something  less  than  the  legal  right ;  and 
treated  Kay  v.  Oxley  {x)  and  Barkshire  v.  Gruhh  (y)  as  settled  law. 
The  Lords  Justices  also  treated  this  point  as  decided  by  those 
eases,  and  chiefly  considered  the  distinction  attempted  to  be  made 


(r)  (1870),  L.  B.  6  Ch.  166. 
(«)  (1875),  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  360. 
(t)  Above,  p.  96. 


(u)  (1884),  L.  B.  26  Ch.  Div.  434. 
(x)  (1875),  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  360. 
(y)  (1881),  L.  B.  18  Ch.  D.  616. 
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l^ayUy  v. 

Great   Western 

Mail.  Co. 

Result  of  the 
cases. 


Whether 
track  need 
be  visible. 


Whether 
closes  mast 
be  divided. 


[between  a  railway  company  taking  land  under  compulsory  powers 
and  an  individual  (s). 

The  result  of  the  authorities  is  that,  so  far  as  the  cases  of 
ThovnoH  V.  Waterlow  (a)  and  Langley  v.  Hammond  (h)  rested  on 
the  distinction  between  ways  once  enjoyed  as  of  right  and  ways 
only  enjoyed  in  fact,  these  cases  may  be  taken  to  be  overruled. 
The  effect  to  be  given  to  the  words  "  used  and  enjoyed  "  is  thus 
simply  a  question  of  construction  (r),  to  be  determined  with  due 
regard  to  the  facts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  (rf). 

In  some  cases,  strefes  is  apparently  laid  on  the  fact  that  the 
right  is  claimed  over  a  "  formed,"  "  made,"  or  "  hard  gravelled  " 
road,  i.e.,  a  road  physically  and  visibly  marked  out  as  such. 
No  doubt  this  marking  out  is  of  great  importance  as  evidence  of 
user;  for,  if  the  user  be  (as  to  support  the  grant  it  should  be) 
a  fixed  and  definite  user,  it  is  unlikely  that  no  visible  track 
should  have  remained.  But  the  visibility  is  not  itself  an 
essential  matter  for  the  purpose  now  under  discussion.  The 
way  to  be  proved  is  an  incorporeal  user,  not  a  visible  or  bodily 
way,  nor  even  an  user  evidenced  by  a  "  signe  apparent "  {e). 

Neither  is  it  essential  that  the  close  over  which  a  way  is  claimed 
under  those  words,  should  have  been,  before  the  severance, 
physically  divided  off  and  distinguished  by  buildings  from  the 
close  in  respect  of  which  the  way  is  claimed.  They  may  have 
been  both  part  of  one  undivided  close.  But  here  again,  such  a 
physical  division  is  of  value  as  evidence  of  the  dependence 
of  one  close  upon  the  other,  or  of  the  user  of  one  close  as  quasi- 
dominant  over  the  other. 


{z)  Certain  observations  made  by 
Chitty,  J.,  and  by  Bowen  and  Fry, 
L.  J  J.,  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  they 
mi^ht  have  held  the  way  to  have  passed 
even  without  an  express  grant  of  ways 
or  other  rights.  This  point  is  considered 
in  the  next  chapter. 

(a)  L.  R.  6  Eq.  36. 

{b)  L.  R.  3  Exch.  161. 

(c)  See  per  Bowen,  L.  J.,  in  Baylry 
V.  Great  Tl'estern  Railway  (1884),  L.  R. 
26  Ch.  Div.  at  p.  455 ;  and  per  Fry, 
L.  J.,  ibid.  p.  450. 

(d)  //aWv.J?yron(1877),L.R.4Ch.D. 
667,  a  case  of  common.  And  see  Roe 
v.  SlddoHH  (1888},  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  Div. 


224,  where  it  was  held  that  a  grant 
of  land,  with  all  ways  "  now  or  hereto- 
fore "  held  or  enjoyed  as  appurtenant 
thereto,  did  not  create  a  right  of  way 
over  a  road  formerly  used  in  connection 
with  the  laud  conveyed,  but  shut  off 
from  it  by  a  stone  wall  twenty  yean 
before  the  conveyance.  Cf.  May  v. 
BelleviUe,  [1906]  2  Ch.  606.  The  word 
*'  heretofore  *'  is  not  contaiued  in  sect.  6 
of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881. 

(e)  These  observations  do  not,  of 
course,  apply  to  the  case  where  a  way 
is  claimed,  as  an  *'  apparent  '*  easement, 
under  a  grant  not  referring  to  use  and 
occupation.  This  cusc  is  considered  in 
the  next  chapter. 
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[It  should  be  noted  that  a  ffrant  of  ways,  &o.,  "  occupied  or  9*^^®^*?°;, 

•        j>>       ui.   XT.  •  J    •  •     A    ij     •      •        V   J    •      ing  Act,  1881. 

enjoj'ed  with  the  premises  conveyed,  is  pnma  facie  imphed  in 
every  conveyance  dated  after  the  year  1881  (/).  But  the  impli- 
cation is  subject  to  the  terms  of  the  conveyance  and  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  was  executed ;  and  the  fact  that  the  con- 
veyance expressly  includes  lights  **  appurtenant "  to  the  property 
is  an  argument  against  its  passing  other  privileges  not  so 
appurtenant. 

In  Beddington  v.  Atlee  {g)^  the  owner  of  a  house  and  a  plot  of  BeddingUm  v. 
land  adjoining,  first  granted  a  lease  of  the  house,  then  contracted 
to  sell  the  land  to  the  defendant,  and  afterwards  contracted  to  sell 
the  house,  subject  to  the  lease,  to  a  person  through  whom  the 
plaintiff  claimed.  These  two  contracts  for  sale  were  in  fact  carried 
into  effect  by  conveyances  in  the  order  following,  namely,  the 
conveyance  to  the  plaintiff  was  executed  first  and  the  conveyance  to 
the  defendant  afterwards.  The  plaintiff  subsequently  determined 
the  lease  upon  a  breach  of  condition^  and  recovered  possession  of 
the  house. 

Upon  the  defendant  commenciDg  to  build  on  the  adjoining  land 
so  as  to  obstruct  the  lights  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  the  plaintiff 
instituted  proceedings,  claiming  an  easement  of  light  over  the 
adjoining  land,  on  the  grounds  {inter  alia)  of  an  express  grant, 
by  virtue  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881,  s.  6.  The  convey- 
ance of  the  house  to  the  plaintiff  contained  the  words  '^  together 
with  the  ways,  paths,  passages,  lights,  rights,  easements  and 
appurtenances." 

Chitty,  J.,  in  dealing  with  the  question  of  the  Conveyancing 
Act,  said  {h) :  "  Then  the  plaintiff  says  that,  inasmuch  as  these 
lights  were — and  he  is  quite  right  in  point  of  fact — actually 
enjoyed  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  therefore  there  is  an  express 
grant  to  him  of  the  lights.  No  doubt  these  words  do  carry  the 
plaintiff's  case  beyond  what  the  law  otherwise  would  have  done  (e), 
and  far  beyond  what  the  deed  itself  does.  Conveyancers  had,  pre- 
viously to  the  passing  of  this  Act,  invented  a  form  which  carried 
not  the  appurtenances  merely,  such  as  are  strictly  so  in  law,  but 
carried  rights  which  were  usually  enjoyed  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
veyance, the  effect  of  which  was,  in  many  cases,  to  grant  de  novo  a 


(/)  Conveyancing   Act,    1881,  8.   6.  (A)  At  p.  331. 

sbove,  p.  83.  (i)  But  see  Godwin  y.  Schweppea^  Ltd,, 

ig)  (1887),  35  C.  D.  317.  cited  below,  p.  107. 
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Beddingim     [right.    I  am  bound,  then,  to  read  into  the  conveyance  the  words  of 
'  sect.  6,  sub-sect.  2,  unless  the  4th  sub-section  applies.     The  4th  sub* 

section  runs  thus :  *  This  section  applies  only  if  and  as  far  as  a  con- 
trary intention  is  not  expressed  in  the  conveyance,  and  shall  have  effect 
subject  to  the  terms  of  the  conveyance,  and  to  the  provisions  there- 
in contained.'  The  question  is,  whether  the  deed,  which  mentions 
the  appurtenances  thereto  belonging  in  such  a  form  as  to  show 
that  only  appurtenances  strictly  so  called  would  pass,  is  a  sufficient 
expression  of  a  contrary  intention  ...  *  There  is  not  an  expression 
of  a  contrary  intention  in  so  many  words.  What  there  is  in  the 
deed  is  an  expression  that  something  shall  pass,  and  something  less 
than  would  pass  under  the  Act,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the 
•maxim  expressio  tmius  est  oxclusio  altenus  is  strong  enough  to  apply  to 
such  a  case  as  is  before  me."  The  learned  judge  did  not  answer  this 
question,  deciding  against  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground 
that,  by  reason  of  the  prior  contract  for  sale  to  the  defendant  of 
the  adjoining  land,  the  common  vendor  was  not  in  a  position,  at 
the  date  of  the  plaintiff's  conveyance,  to  grant,  either  by  express  or 
implied  grant,  the  right  to  light  claimed  by  the  plaintiff. 
^rminffham,  In  Birmingham^  Biidley  and  District  Banking  Co.  v.  £o««(A:), 
District  Bank-  the  Corporation  of  Birmingham  granted  a  lease  to  the  predecessor 
*Eo89^  ^'  ^^  ^^^^®  ^^  ^^®  plaintiffs  of  a  piece  of  land,  and  a  building  then 
recently  erected  thereon  by  the  lessee  under  a  building  agreement, 
'^  with  the  rights,  members  and  appurtenants  to  the  said  premises 
belonging."  The  building  abutted  on  a  passage  twenty  feet  wide, 
which  the  Corporation  agreed  to  keep  open,  and  on  the  other  side 
of  the,  passage  were  old  buildings  about  twenty-five  feet  high.  It 
was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right  against  the  Corporation,  or 
against  persons  claiming  under  them,  either  under  the  general  words 
in  the  lease  or  the  grant  implied  by  the  Conveyancing  Act,  to 
prevent  the  erection,  on  the  site  of  the  old  buildings,  of  buildings 
eighty  feet  high  which  materially  interfered  with  the  light  to  the 
house  leased  to  the  plaintiff,  and  Cotton,  L.  J.,  after  referring  to 
sect.  6,  sub-sect.  2  of  the  Act  said  (/) :  "  But  in  my  opinion,  even 
with  the  assistance  afforded  us  by  the  language  of  this  deed,  this 
could  not  be  said  to  be  a  light,  within  the  meaning  of  this  section, 
enjoyed  with  the  house.  The  house  had  only  recently  been 
erected,  and  at  the  time  when  this  lease  was  granted  it  was 
obvious  to  both  parties  that  this  was  a  large  tract  of  land  bought 


{k)  (1888),  38  C.  D.  296.  (/)  At  p.  307. 
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[by  the  Corporation  of  Birmingham  for  the  purpose  of  eflfeoting  an  £irmififfham, 
improvementy  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  land  being  laid  out  so  as  Distri^^Bunk- 
to  have  buildings  upon  it,  and  at  the  time  when  the  lease  was     *%^'''  ^' 

granted,  Corporation  Street  had  only  just  been  formed ;  and  there 

was  no  plan  of  the  buildings  upon  it,  but  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Corporation,  as  of  course  it  would  be  their  interest,  to  lay  this  out 
in  such  a  way  as  to  make  it  available  for  recouping  the  expenses, 
and  also  to  be  an  improvement  to  this  portion  of  Birmingham. 
Therefore,  I  think  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  light  coming  over 
that  low  building  to  these  windows  could  be  considered  as  enjoyed 
with  it  within  the  meaning  of  this  section.  The  light  did  in  fact 
at  that  time  come  over  that  building ;  but  it  came  over  it  under 
such  circumstances  as  to  show  that  there  could  be  no  expectation  of 
its  continuance.  It  had  not  been  enjoyed  in  fact  for  any  long 
period,  and  in  my  opinion  it  was  enjoyed  under  such  circumstances, 
known  to  both  parties,  as  could  not  make  it  light  enjoyed  within 
the  meaning  of  that  section.  That  expression  must  mean,  not  light 
which  a  person  has  a  right  to  imder  the  statute,  but  that  which  he 
has  enjoyed  under  circumstances  which  would  lead  to  an  expecta- 
tion that  the  enjoyment  of  that  light  would  be  continued,  and  that 
it  would  not  be  simply  precarious." 

Query  also  whether,  in  that  case,  the  express  agreement  to  keep 
open  the  passage  might  not  be  construed  as  negativing  any  further 
right  to  light,  and  therefore  showing  a  "  contrary  intention  "  within 
the  meaning  of  sub-sect.  4  of  the  section. 

In  Broomfield  v.  Williams  (m)  it  was  held  that  a  description  of  Broomjuid  v. 
land  retained  by  a  vendor  as  "  building  land  "  was  insufficient  to  *  ****** 
show  a  "  contrary  intention  "  within  sub-sect.  4  of  sect.  6  of  the 
Act,  and  that  the  purchaser  was,  under  sub- sect.  2  of  the  section, 
prinid  facie  entitled  to  aU  lights  enjoyed  with  a  recently-erected 
house  sold  to  him,  as  those  lights  were  enjoyed  at  the  date  of  the 
conveyance,  and  that  the  burden  of  setting  limits  to  the  right  lay 
on  the  vendor. 

In  Bom  V.  Turner  (n)  the  section  was  referred  to  and  treated  as  Bom  t. 
passing  a  right  to  light  over  land  retained  by  the  vendor,  on  a  sale  ■^^^' 
by  him  of  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the  right  was  claimed. 

In  Titchmarsh  v.  Royston  Water  Co.,  Ltd.  (o),  a  claim  was  put  Tttehmarshy. 
forward  under  the  general  words  contained  in  the  section  to  a  right  ^^^'^^^^''^ 


i: 


m)  £1897]  1  Ch.  602.  (o)  (1900),  81  L.  T.  673 ;  48  W.  R. 

tt)  [1900j2Ch.  211.  201. 
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Brazier  v. 
Giaaapool, 


Tttchmarjshv.  [of  way  over  a  road  ninmnff  alonffside  of,  but  not  havmff  any 
Co.,  Ltd,  means  oi  communication  with,  property  purchased  from  the 
plaintiflE's  lessor  by  the  defendants.  The  case  was  decided 
adversely  to  the  claim,  so  far  as  the  point  now  under  consideration 
is  concerned,  upon  the  ground  that  the  road  never  was  enjoyed 
with,  or  reputed  to  belong  to,  the  defendants'  property. 

In  Brazier  v.  Glasspool  {p)  the  defendant,  in  April,  1898,  agreed 
with  the  plaintiff  for  the  sale  to  him  of  a  piece  of  land  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  gravel  with  the  right  to  use  a  tramway  then 
about  to  be  constructed  for  the  purpose  of  hauling  the  plaintiff's 
gravel  to  a  railway.  In  August,  1898,  the  defendant  granted  a 
lease  of  his  property,  including  the  site  of  the  tramway,  to  a 
limited  company,  who  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  haulage  of 
his  gravel  over  the  tramway.  In  December,  1898,  the  defendant 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  the  piece  of  land  agreed  to  be  sold  to  him 
in  April,  "  with  the  appurtenances."  It  appears  that  at  this  date 
the  tramway  had  been  constructed  and  was  being  actually  used,  and 
on  the  plan  to  the  plaintiff's  conveyance  it  was  shown  and  marked 
as  a  tramway.  In  August,  1900,  the  defendant  acquired  back  the 
leasehold  interest  of  the  company,  and  subsequently  disputed  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  use  the  tramway.  It  was  held,  upon  these  facts, 
that  by  virtue  of  sect.  6  (1)  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881,  there 
was  an  express  grant  of  the  use  of  the  tramway,  as  being  a  "right" 
within  the  terms  of  that  sub-section ;  and  the  learned  judge  ex- 
pressed his  opinion  that  this  right  might  have  been  exercised 
against  the  limited  company,  who  took  their  lease  with  notice  of 
the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant. 

In  Pollard  v.  Gare  {q)y  a  landowner  contracted  to  grant  a  lease 
of  a  vacant  piece  of  land  when  a  house  of  a  specified  character  was 
built  thereon,  and,  after  the  erection  of  the  house,  granted  the 
lease,  retaining  adjoining  land ;  and  it  was  held  by  Kekewich,  J., 
that  the  lessee  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  the  ovmer 
of  the  adjoining  land,  who  claimed  under  the  lessor,  from  ob« 
structing  the  access  of  light  to  the  house.  The  learned  judge 
dealt  with  the  case,  in  the  first  instance,  under  the  doctrine  that  a 
grantor  may  not  derogate  from  his  grant,  but  added  that  it  might 
also  be  treated  as  depending  on  the  6th  section  of  the  Convey- 
ancing Act,  1881,  and,  following  Broomfield  v.  Willtafns  (r),  held 


Pollard  V. 
Gare, 


ip)  (1901)  W.  N.  237. 


(?)  [1901]  I  Gh.  834. 


(r)  Ubi  Bup. 
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[that  the  fact  that  the  oontraot  for  the  lease  was  entered  into  by     PoUard  r. 

reference  to  a  plan  showing  that  the  estate,  of  which  the  land  ^ 

leased  and  the  adjoining  land  retained  formed  part,  were  part  of 
a  buildiDg  estate,  did  not  denote  a  ^'  contrary  intention  '*  under 
the  section. 

Burrows  v.  Lang  {s)  was  a  case  in  which  the  use  and  flow  of  an  Burrows  v. 
artificial  watercourse  was  claimed.  Farwell,  J.,  in  considering  the  ^^' 
effect  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881,  referred  to  the  passage  from 
the  judgment  of  Cotton,  L.  J.,  in  Birmingham  District  and  Dudley 
Banking  Co,  v.  Ross  (f)  above  quoted,  and  after  oonsideriug  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  grant  of  the  property  in  respect  of 
which  the  easement  was  claimed  was  made  (which  circumstances 
the  learned  judge  held  that  he  ought  to  consider),  held  that  the 
enjoyment  of  the  watercourse  was  precarious,  and  that,  in  the 
circumstances,  it  could  not  have  been  the  intention  that  the 
general  words  of  the  section  should  pass  the  right  claimed. 

In  Godtcin  v.  SchweppcSy  Ltd,  (w),  the  grantee  of  a  house  with  Godwin  v. 
windows  had  notice  of  the  intention,  existing  at  the  date  of  the  ^^^^^^^* 
grant,  to  erect  on  the  adjoining  land  of  the  grantor  buildings 
which  would  to  some  extent  interfere  with  the  access  of  light  to 
such  windows ;  and  it  was  held  that  in  those  circumstances  he  was 
not  entitled,  by  virtue  of  sect.  6  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881, 
to  an  absolute  and  unlimited  right  to  light. 

The  decision  in  Quiche  v.  Chapnuin  (y),  so  far  as  the  point  now  QuiekeY. 
under  consideration  is  concerned,  was  that  a  person  having  only  a  ^^P**^^* 
right,  under  a  building  agreement,  to  enter  upon  land  adjoining 
property  conveyed  by  him  to  a  grantee,  is  not  in  a  position  to 
.grant  a  right  to  light  over  such  adjoining  land,  either  by  express 
grant,  or  by  virtue  of  the  general  words  implied  by  sect,  (j  of  the 
Conveyancing  Act,  1881.  The  headnote  to  the  case,  so  far  as 
concerns  this  point,  is  as  follows :  **  The  provision  of  sect.  6,  sub- 
sect.  2,  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881,  that  a  conveyance  of  land 
with  houses  on  it  shall  operate  to  convey  with  the  land  {inter  alia) 
all  lights  appertaining  to  the  land  or  enjoyed  therewith,  applies 
only  to  such  lights  as  the  grantor  could  grant  by  express  words, 
and  does  not  operate  to  convey  an  easement  of  light  which  he  has 
no  power  to  grant  expressly."     In  that  case  the  facts  were  that 


(*)  [1901]  2  Ch.  502.  (k)  [1902]  1  Ch.  926. 

(/)  Ubi  sup.  (y)  [1^03]  1  Oh.  669. 
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Quiche  r. 
Chepman. 


International 
Tea  Stores  Co, 
T.  Eobbe, 


Groimds  of 

above 

decisions. 

Grantor  may 
not  derogate 
from  his 
gfrant. 

Other  words. 


Befertoce  to 
occupation. 

Martyr  v. 
Lawrence. 


[the  defendant,  under  a  building  agreement,  was  entitled  to  enter 
upon  a  piece  of  land  and  erect  a  certain  number  of  houses  thereon, 
and  upon  the  completion  of  each  house  to  have  granted  to  him  a 
lease  thereof  for  99  years.  Having  completed  one  of  the  houses 
(No.  28),  he  took  up  the  lease,  and  assigned  it  to  the  plaintiffs ;  he 
subsequently  entered  upon  the  adjoining  plot  of  land  (No.  30), 
and  erected  thereon  a  house  which  interfered  with  the  access  of 
light  to  the  plaintiffs'  said  house,  and  it  was  held  that,  for  the 
reasons  given  above,  he  could  not  be  prevented  from  doing  so. 

•^  In  International  Tea  Stores  Co.  v.  ITobbs  (s),  it  was  held  that,  by 
virtue  of  the  general  words  imported  into  a  conveyance  by  sect.  6 
of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881,  the  purchaser  of  property,  occupied 
by  him  underlease,  prior  to,  and  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  was 
entitled  to  a  right  of  way  over  adjoining  property  of  his  vendor, 
which  right  of  way  he  had  enjoyed  during  his  occupation  under  the 
lease,  although  such  enjoyment  was  had  only  by  permission  of  the 
vendor. 

Some  of  the  above  cases,  although  treated  as  depending  wholly 
on  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881  (at),  might  have  been  disposed  of 
by  reference  to  the  maxim  that  a  grantor  may  not  derogate  from 
his  grant  (6),  and  without  reference  to  the  Act. 

There  are  oases  in  which  words  other  than  "  used  and  enjoyed  '* 
have  been  construed,  or  attempted  to  be  construed,  as  a  grant  or 
reservation  of  an  easement. 

Among  these  is  a  reference  to  the  mode  of  occupation  of  the 
premises. 

In  Martyr  v.  Lawrence  {c),  a  shop,  over  which  was  a  flat  leaden 
roof,  was  demised  to  the  plaintiff  ^^  as  the  same  as  was  late  in  the 
occupation  of  Henry  Corke."  Henry  Corke,  the  former  lessee, 
had  re-granted  to  the  landlord,  during  his  tenancy,  the  right  to 
use  the  leaden  roof ;  and  this  right  was,  at  the  date  of  the  plantiff 's 
lease,  let  to  another  tenant,  together  with  the  adjoining  cottage, 
which  belonged  to  the  same  landlord.  The  defendant  subsequently 
took  this  cottage  from  the  landlord,  with  a  right  to  use  the  roof  of 
the  shop. 

It  wrasTield  by  V.-C.  Wood  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to 


(«)  [1903]  2  Ch.  165. 

(a)  Birmivghamy  Dudley  and  District 
Banking  Co.  v.  Boss;  Brwmfield  v. 
Williams;   Bom  v.   Turner;  Bollard  v. 


GarCf  ubi  sup. 

{b)  Post,  pp.  Ill  et  seq. 

(e)  (1864),  2  De  G.  J.  k  S.  261 ;  2 
Jar.,  N.  S.  858. 
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[use  tlie  roof  agamst  the  plaintiff ;  and  this  decision,  was  affirmed     MaHyr  t. 
hy  Lord  Justice  Turner,  who  said  that  the  words  referring-  to 


Corke's  occupation,  being  proper,  if  not  necessary,  for  the  purpose 
of  identification,  the  insertion  of  them  ought  to  be  attributed  to 
that  purpose  only.  Where  words  in  a  deed  or  instrument  are 
properly  adapted  to  one  purpose,  they  ought  not^  unless  the  effect 
of  them  be  clear,  or  the  construction  of  them  be  affected  by  the 
context  or  by  surrounding  circumstances,  to  be  held  applicable 
to  another  and  a  different  purpose.  Lord  Justice  Enight 
Bruce  dissented,  being  of  opinion  that  the  words  referred  to 
ought  to  receive  the  full  construction  contended  for  by  the 
defendant. 

Li  the  above  case,  the  words  referring  to  occupation  were  PuidtnT. 
relied  on  as  amounting  to  a  reservation ;  in  Poldcn  v.  Bastard  (d)  ^^^^^*'^- 
an  attempt  was  made  to  construe  them  as  a  grant.  There,  one 
Bachael  Folden  Bonnel  died  seised  of  two  adjoining  houses,  one 
of  which  she  occupied  up  to  the  time  of  her  death.  The  other 
was  in  the  occupation  of  one  Answood,  who  had  no  supply  of 
water  on  his  own  premises,  and  had  been  accustomed,  with  the 
pemussion  of  the  common  owner,  to  go  on  to  her  premises  and 
draw  water  for  the  use  of  his  house  from  a  pump  in  her  yard. 
B.  P.  Bonnel,  by  her  will,  devised  the  house  in  her  own 
occupation  to  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  the  other  house,  ^^  as  now  in 
the  occupation  of  Thomas  Answood,"  to  another  person,  who 
conveyed  the  house  and  all  appurtenances  to  the  defendant. 
In  an  action  of  trespass,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 
close  and  carrying  away  water,  the  defendant  pleaded  an  easement 
to  do  so,  contending  that  the  words  above  given  amounted  to  an 
express  devise  of  such  an  easement,  and  that  in  any  case  such  an 
easement  would  pass  either  as  apparent  and  continuous,  or  as 
being  of  necessity,  without  express  words.  The  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  negatived  both  contentions;  and  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  {e)  affirmed  the  decision,  holding,  as  to  the  former,  that 
the  expression  quoted  could  not  be  construed  like  the  word 
"  enjoyed,"  but  was  simply  a  specific  description  of  the  property 
devised.     "I  would  add,"  said  Erie,  C.  J,,  "with  regard  to  the 


(rf)  (1863),  4  B.  &  S.  258  ;  L.  R.  1  (*)  Erie,  C.  J.,  PoUock,  C.  B.,  WiUes, 

Q.  B.  156.  Bvles,  and  Keating,  JJ.,  BramwoU  and 

Pfegott,  BB. 
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:Foiden  V.      [oBBe  of  Bodenkam  v.  Pritchard  (f).  that  the  devise  was  of  a 

mansion,  *  together  with  all  the  buildings  and  lands  thereunto 

belonging,  as  now  enjoyed  by  me ' ;  but  there  are  no  such  words 
in  the  present  ease.  If  the  language  of  this  will  had  been,  ^  I 
devise  the  house  as  now  enjoyed  by  Answood,'  then  Bodenham  v» 
Pritchard  might  be  an  authority  for  the  defendant."] 


(/)  (1823),  1  B.  &  G.  360 ;  25  B.  B.      Imt  rather  a  queetiozi  of  boundaries  to 
405.    l^is  was  not  the  case  of  an  ease-      property, 
ment  enjoyed  with  the  property  devised, 


ill 


CHAPTEE  n. 

ON   THE  ACQUISITION   OF   EASEMENTS  BY  IMPLIED  QRANT. 

The  implication  of  the  grant  of  an  easement  may  arise  in  two  LnpUoation 
ways:  1st,  TJpon  the  severance  of  an  heritage  by  its  owner  into  °"8™"'- 
two  or  more  parts ;  2ndly,  by  presoriptioii  (a). 


Sbct.  1. — Disposition  of  the  Otcner  of  Tico  Tenements.. 

Upon  the  severanoe  of  an  heritage  a  grant  will  be  implied :  Seyeranoe  of 
Ist,  of  all  those  continuous  and  apparent  easements  (6)  which  have      ®°^®°  * 
in  fact  been  used  by  the  owner  during  the  unity,  though  they  have 
had  no  legal  existence  as  easements ;  and,  2ndly,  of  all  those  ease- 
ments without  which  the  enjoyment  of  the  severed  portions  could 
not  be  had  at  all. 

The  latter  class  are  usually  termed  easements  of  necessity ;  the 
former  mode  of  acquiring  a  right  it  is  proposed  to  call — Dis- 
position of  the  owner  of  two  tenements, — which  phrase  is  adopted 
as  expressing  the  same  origin  of  title  as  that  which  is  designated 
by  the  French  law  "  Destination  du  p6re  de  famille,"  with  the 
incidents  to  which,  as  defined  by  the  Code  Civil,  the  English  law 
upon  this  subject  appears  to  agree. 

'^  By  the  '  destination  du  pere  de  famille '   is  understood  the  Destination 
disposition  or  arrangement  which  the  proprietor  of  several  heri-  f^S,§ue. 
tages  (fonds)  has  made  for  their  respective  use.    Sometimes  one 
heritage  receives  a  benefit  from  another,  without  being  in  return 
subjected  to  an  inconvenience  which  could  amount  to  a  species  of 
compensation;    sometimes  this  service  is  reciprocal:    but  these 


(a)  [There  ib  a  third  dasB  of  oases      these  are  oonsidered  above,  p.  65.] 
where  saoh  a  grant  is  inferred  or  im-  (b)  [As   to   ways,    see   below,    8ab« 

pnted  on  aoooont  of  aoqniesoenoe,  and      sect,  (b)  of  this  seotion.] 
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differences  do  not  in  any  way  change  the  nature  or  effect  of  this 
distribution.  If  afterwards  these  heritages  should  become  the 
property  of  different  owners,  whether  by  alienation  or  division 
amongst  his  heirs,  the  service  which  the  one  derived  from  the 
other,  which  was  simple  *  destination  du  pere  de  famille,'  as  long 
as  the  heritages  belonged  to  the  same  owner,  becomes  a  servi- 
tude as  soon  as  they  pass  into  the  hands  of  the  different  pro- 
prietors "(c). 

Cases  of  this  nature,  which  have  come  under  the  consideration 
of  our  Courts,  have  generally  been  treated  as  arising  from  the  appli- 
cation of  the  rule,  that  "  no  man  can  derogate  from  his  own  grant." 
This  maxim,  however,  although  consistent  with  the  doctrine  stated^^ 
[was  considered  by  the  author  to  be  insufficient  to  account  for  the 
principle  advanced  by  him,  that  the  obligation  is  imposed  equally 
on  the  grantee  and  the  grantor  (d).  And  although,  having  regard 
to  recent  decisions,  this  principle  is  no  longer  tenable,  the  maxim 
in  question  may  still  be  thought  to  be  more  directly  applicable 
to  those  cases  where]  there  is  no  "apparent  sign  of  servitude," 
but,  unless  the  easement  be  presumed,  the  grantor  would  in  fact 
derogate  from  his  own  grant.  [Such  are  the  cases  in  which  a  grant 
has  been  implied  from  the  abuttals  given  in  a  conveyance  (e),  or 


i? 


{c)  PardessuB,  Traite  dee  Servitadea, 
8.  228. 

d)  See  below,  sub -sect,  {e), 
)  In  Itoberts  v.  Karr  (1809),  1 
Tannt.  495  ;  10  R.  Jt.  592,  Pratt  had  re- 
leased to  Compigne  land  of  unequal 
width,  deficribing  as  abuttingeast  on  a 
new  road  on  Pratt's  own  soilTTt  abutted 
in  ihe  widest  part  on  ttts  road ;  but  in 
the  narrower  part  a  strip  of  the  grantor's 
land  (which  he  alleged  that  he  had 
intended  to  reserve)  intervened  between 
the  road  and  the  premises  granted.  It 
was  held  that,  even  admitting  that  Pratt 
had  intended  to  reserve  the  land,  yet  he 
and  those  claimiDg  under  him  were  oon- 
eluded  by  the  description  in  Compig^e's 
release  from  preventiDg  Compigne  or  his 
assigns  from  coming  out  into  the  road 
over  the  strip  of  land.  **I8  it  not," 
a^ked  Lord  Mansfield,  G.  J.,  * *a  sufficient 
answer  to  say,  *  You  have  told  me  in 
your  lease,  this  land  abuts  on  the  road  ; 
you  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  say  that 
the  land  on  which  it  abuts  is  not  the 
road.'  "  - 

In  Harding  v.  Wihon  (1823),  2  B.  & 
C.  96  ;  3  D.  &  R.  287  ;  26  R.  R.  287,  a 
lease  of  premises  to  one  Bolton  described 
them  as  abutting,  on  **  an  intended  yf9,j 


of  30  feet  wide,"  the  soil  on  that  side  of 
the  premises  demised  being  the  property 
of  one  Sloane,  the  lessor.  The  defen- 
dant, as  tenant  of  the  adjoining  land 
under  a  subsequent  deinise  from  Sloane, 
afterwards  built  to  within  27  feet  of  the 
land  demised  to  Bolton.  The  plaintiff, 
an  underlessee  from  Bolton,  having 
brought  his  action  claimiog  a  right  of 
way  over  the  whole  30  feet,  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  he  was  entitled  (indepen- 
dently, as  it  seems,  of  the  description) 
to  a  convenient  way,  his  premises  not 
being  otherwise  accessible  from  the  high 
road  ;  but  it  was  held  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  more.  "Adverting,"  said 
Abbott,  C  J.,  *'  to  the  lease  from  Sloane 
to  Bolton,  the  former  does  not  grant  a 
way  30  feet  wide,  but  only  described 
the  land  demised  as  bounded  by  an 
intended  way  of  that  width.  There  in 
merely  an  expression  and  declaration  of 
intention." 

The  argument  was  somewhat  compli- 
cated by  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff's 
underlease  did  not  specify  any  particular 
width  ;  but  this  was  held  to  be  imma- 
terial. This  case  does  not  seem  to  have 
received  very  much  consideration. 

In  Sepley  v.    WHkes  (1872),   L.'  R. 
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7  Ezch.  298,  the  defendant's  lease 
described  the  premises  demised  as 
**  bounded  on  the  east  and  north  by 
newlj-made  streets,"  and  the  new 
streets  were  shown  on  the  plan  en- 
dorsed. The  lessee  covenanted  to  kerb 
the  canseways  adjoining  the  laud 
demised.  The  way  to  uie  east  was 
never  made  or  marked  out,  and  the  site 
waa  subseqnently  leased  by  the  same 
landlord  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  held 
that  the  effect  of  the  defendant's  lease 
was  to  give  him  a  private  right  of  way 
over  both  streets ;  for  the  lessor  was  by 
his  own  description  estopped  from  deny- 
ing that  there  were  streets  which  were 
in  fact  ways. 

Kelly,  C.  B.,  relied  on  Harding  v. 
Wilson  as  an  aathority  for  the  defen- 
dant, apparently  treating  that  decision, 
so  far  as  it  affirmed  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  a  convenient  way,  as  proceeding  on 
estoppel.  Bat  it  is  diffleult  to  nnder- 
staud  why,  if  the  lessor  in  that  case  was 
estopped  from  denying  that  the  plaintiff 
wan  entitled  to  some  way,  he  was  not 
equally  estopped  from  denying  that  the 
way  should  be  30  feet  wide.  It  is  con- 
ceived that  the  ** convenient  way*'  in 
Harding  v.  Wilson  was  a  way  necessary. 

The  above  cases  were  referred  to  by 
Cave  and  A.  L.  Smith,  JJ.,  in  jRo^  v. 
Siddwu  (1880),  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  Div.  224; 
but  the  decision  ultimately  turned  on 
another  point.  See  also  Cook4  v.  Ingram 
(1893),  68  L.  T.  671. 

In  Mellor  v.  WalmesUy,  [1905]  2  Ch. 
164,  it  was  held  that,  in  a  conveyance  in 
which  the  land  granted  was  desoibed  as 
bounded  *'  on  the  west  by  the  seashore," 
the  word  ** seashore"  meant  "fore- 
shore "  in  its  strict  legal  sense,  i.e.,  the 
land  situate  between  medium  high  and 
low  water-marks ;  but  that  (applying 
MoberU  v.  JLarr,  sup.)  the  grantor  was 
estopped  or  precluded  from  asserting 
that  Uie  land  to  the  west  of  the  plot  was 
not  seashore,  and  the  grantee  was  entitled 
to  unrestricted  access  to  the  sea  6x>m  the 
western  boundary  of  his  property.  See 
also  International  Tea  Stores  Co.  v.  Hobbs, 
[1903]  2  Ch.  165,  173. 

In  an  American  case,  Lennig  v.  Ocean 
City  AMociation  (41  N.  J.  Eq.  606),  the 
defendants,  a  religious  camp-meeting 
association,  had  mapped  out  their  pro- 
perty in  luts,  reserving  certain  loto  as 
a  "camp-ground"  for  religious  meet- 
ings, and  had  sold  to  the  plaintiff  by 
this  map  other  lots  fronting  on  the  lota 


so  reserved ;  it  was  held  that  the  de- 
fendants could  not  let  the  reserved  lots 
for  building  purposes. 

(/)  See  Herz  v.  Union  Bank  of  London 
(1859),  2  Giff.  686,  where  the  lessee 
was  described  as  a  diamond  merchant; 
Hall  V.  Lund  (1863),  1  H.  &  C.  676 
(quoted  below,  p.  124),  where  he  was 
described  as  a  bleacher. 

(^)  In  Robimon  v.  Grave  (1873),  21 
W.  R.  223 ;  27  L.  T.  N.  S.  648  ;  Wickens, 
V.-C,  said,  *'  It  seems  to  me,  upon 
general  principles,  that  a  grant  made  ex- 
pressly for  the  purpose  of  the  grantee's 
building  a  house  creates  a  legal  ease- 
ment over  the  adjoining  land  retained 
by  the  grantor,  to  such  an  extent  as 
may  be  strictly  necessary  for  enabling 
the  granfee  to  ouitd'the  house  and  enjoy 
it_when  built ;  and,  when  the  grant  does 
not  notice  the  intention  of  building, 
but  both  grantor  and  g^rantee  knew  that 
the  purpose  is  building,  an  equitable 
right  is  obtained  co-extensive  with  the 
legal  right  which  would  have  been  ob- 
tained if  the  grant  had  noticed  the  in- 
tention of  buuding."  In  this  case  the 
houses  were  built  between  contract  and 
conveyance.  Cf.  Siddons  v.  Short  (1877), 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  D.  672,  where  land  was 
sold  for  an  iron-foundry,  andliie  grantee 
was  held  entitled  to  support ;  and  Aldin 
V.  Latimer  Clark ^  Muirhead  |>  Co.,  [1894] 
2  Ch.  437,  where  a  gprantee,  having 
covenanted  to  carry  on  a  timber  trade, 
was  held  entitled  to  the  access  of  air  to 
his  timber- sheds. 

In  Frederick  Belts,  Ltd.  v.  Pickfords, 
Ltd.,  [1906]  2  Ch.  87,  lessees,  under  a 
lease  which  contained  a  covenant  to 
build  a  warehouse  according  to  ap- 
proved plans,  which  showed  certain 
windows,  were  held  entitled  by  implied 
grant,  as  against  the  lessors,  to  an  un- 
qualified right  to  light  to  those  windows ; 
and  the  lessors  having  connected  a  build- 
ing of  their  own,  erected  on  adjoining 
land,  with  the  warehouse,  and  the 
lessees  having,  on  that  account,  been 
called  upon,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
London  Building  Act,  1894,  to  block  up 
the  windows  in  question,  the  lessors 
were  ordered  to  disconnect  their  build- 
ing from  the  warehouse. 

The  principle  of  the  maxim  that  a 
grantor  may  not  derog^ato  from  his 
grant,  has  been  extended  so  as  to  render 
a  lessor  liable,  at  the  suit  of  his  lessee, 
for  damages  caused  by  acts  of  nuisance 
committed  by  the  lessor  on  adjoining 
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Qaalified 
neoessitj. 


[Mr.  Willes,  a  former  editor  of  this  treatise,  explained  the 
decisions  in  question  by  the  theory  of  what  he  called  "  qualified 
necessity."  The  easement,  he  said,  although  not  absolutely 
necessary  (as  in  the  case  of  a  land-locked  tenement)  is  "  necessary 
for  the  use  of  the  tenement  in  the  state  it  is  in  when  severed," 
necessary,  that  is,  "  for  the  enjoyment  of  it  in  all  its  parts."  This 
explanation  of  the  doctrine  of  implied  grant  has  the  advantage  of 
accounting  naturally  for  the  cases  on  ways  noted  in  the  following 
sub-section.  It  wa^  explicitly  stated  by  the  Court  in  the  case  of 
Ewart  V.  Cochrane,  noted  below ;  and  it  has  been  accepted  by  the 
judges  in  some  of  the  later  cases,  as  by  the  Master  of  the  Eolls 
in  SuffieldY.  Broum  (//),  and  by  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  in  Wheeldon  v. 
Burrows  (i). 


property,  for  the  consequences  of  -n'hioh 
acts  he  would  not,  or  might  not,  have 
been  liable,  had  the  relationship  of  lessor 
and  lessee  not  existed :  Groavenor  Hotel 
Co,  V.  Hamilton,  [1894]  2  Q.  B.  836. 

In  Williams  v.  Earl  of  Jersey  (1841), 
1  Craig  &  Phill.  91 ;  64  R.  R.  219,  a 
somewhat  similar  point  was  raised,  but 
not  determined. 

The  limits  of  the  doctrine  are  shown 
in  PoppleweU  v.  Hodkinson  (1869),  L.  R. 
4  Excb.  248  ;  and  Jiobinson  y.  Kilvert 
(1889),  L.  R.  41  Ch.  Div.  88,  where  the 
grantor  had  no  notice  at  the  date  of  the 
grant  that  the  grantee's  trade  of  a  paper- 
merchant  would  be  interfered  with  by 
an  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of  the 
adjoining  property. 

The  implication  of  a  grant  is  subject 
to  the  tenns  of  the  instrument  and  to 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  is 
executed.    See  below,  p.  134. 

The  doctrine  laid  down  in  these  cases 
applies  equally  where  the  conveyance  of 
the  property  requiring  the  easement  is 
taken  by  a  public  body,  as  by  a  railway 
or  canal  company,  under  its  compulsory 
powers :  Caledonian  Railway  v.  Sprot^  2 
Macq.  449 ;  Same  y.  Lord  Belhaven^  3 
Hacq.  56 ;  Eliot  y.  North' Eastem  Rail- 
way  (1863),  10  H.  L.  C.  333;  Serf  y, 
Aeton  Local  Board  (1886),  L.  R.  31  Ch.  D. 
679  ;  North  British  Mailway  y.  Turners^ 
Ltd.y  (1906)  6  F.  900  (Ct.  of  Sess.), 
Mews*  Digest  (1906),  col.  266. 

And,  where  an  Act  of  Parliament  em- 
powers a  public  body,  without  taking  a 
oonveyance,  to  carry  a  sewer  through 
priyate  property,  making  oompcDsation 
for  damage,  the  legislature  means  to 
giye  to  the  public  body  all  rights  with- 


out which  the  power  would  be  unayail- 
able,  including  a  right  at  least  to 
vertical  support:  Midland  Railway  y. 
Checkley  (1867),  L.  R.  4  Eq.  19  ;  Benjield- 
side  Local  Board  y,  Consett  Iron  Cb.  (1877), 
L.  R.  3  Exch.  D.  54 ;  In  re  Corporation 
of  Dudley  (1881),  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  Diy. 
86  ;  Normanton  Oas  Co.  y.  Fope  (1883), 
62  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  629  ;  London  and  North- 
western Rail,  Co,  y.  Evans,  ^1893] 
1  Ch.  16 ;  Glamorganshire  Canal  2<taciga' 
tion  Co.  y.  NixofCs  Navigation  Co.,  Ltd, 
(1901),  85  L.T.  63  ;  Clippens  Oil  Co,,  Ltd. 
y.  Edinburgh  and  District  Water  Trustees, 
[1904]  A.  C.  64  ;  cf.  Jary  y.  Bamsley 
Corporation,  [1907]  2  Ch.  600.  See  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847,  ss.  18  to 
27,  and  the  Public  Health  Act.  1875 
(Support  of  Sewers),  Amendment  Act, 
1883 ;  and  below,  Part  III.  Chap.  IV. 
In  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  y. 
Metropolitan  Rail.  Co,  (1869),  L.  R.  4 
C.  P.  192,  the  decision  was  against  the 
claim  to  lateral  support ;  but  there  the 
sewer  could  have  been  constructed  with- 
out the  suppoit  claimed,  and  no  right  to 
compensation  was  given  to  the  person 
from  whom  the  support  was  claimed 
(L.  R.  6  Ch.  D.  332 ;  [1893]  I  Ch.  29, 
33). 

In  some  cases  the  legfislatnre  has 
made  the  right  to  support  conditional  on 
the  performance  by  the  public  body  of 
a  duty,  as  the  repair  of  the  banks  of  a 
canal  [Staffordshire  Canal  Co,  y.  Hallcn 
(18-27),  6  B.  &  C.  317  ;  30  R.  R.  333),  or 
the  deposit  of  plans  {South  Staffordshire 
Waienvorks  Co,  y.  Mason  (1886),  66  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  266). 

(A)  (1863),  9  Jur.,  N.  S.  at  p.  1001. 

(i)  (1879),  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Diy.  at  p.  49. 
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[It  is  proposed,  first,  to  deal  with  the  implioation  of  a  grant  of  Order  of 
easements  which  are  undoubtedly  both  continuous  and  apparent ;  ^  ' 

secondly,  to  consider  how  far  a  way  comes  within  the  rule ;  and 
thirdly,  to  ascertain  whether  the  doctrine  operates  in  favour  of  the 
grantor  as  well  as  of  the  grantee.] 

(a.)  Implied  Grant  ofcontinuom  and  apparent  Easements. 

An  easement  is  a  quality  superadded  to  the  usual  rights,  and  as  implied  grant 
it  were  passing  the  ordinary  bounds  of  property ;  and  with  the  o^  continuous 
exception  of  those  easements,  the  enjoyment  of  which  depends  upon  easements. 
an  actual  interference  of  man  at  each  time  of  enjoyment,  as  of  a 
right  of  way  (k)^  it  is  attended  with  a  permanent  alteration  of  the 
two  heritages  affected  by  it,  showing  that  one  is  benefited  and  the 
other  burdened  by  the  easement  in  question.      This  permanent 
quality  affecting  the  two  heritages  is  sometimes  affixed  by  nature 
itself,  as  in  the  case  of  water,  "  which  holds  its  natural  course," 
and,  as  it  is    observed  by  Srudenell  in  12  H.  8,  "naturS,  su& 
descendit "  (/) ;  sometimes  it  is  artificially  aflfixed,  as  by  the  erection 
of  a  roof  or  the  placing  of  a  gutter  throwing  the  rain  water  on  the 
neighbour's  land. 

To  clothe  with  right  this  permanent  alteration  of  the  qualities  of 
two  heritages,  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  in 
the  manner  appointed  by  law,  is  necessary ;  but  where  the  land 
benefited  and  the  land  burthened  belong  to  the  same  owner,  he 
may  change  the  qualities  of  its  several  parts  at  his  will,  and  his 
express  volition  evidenced  by  his  acts  must  at  least  be  as  effectual 
to  impress  a  new  quality  upon  his  inheritance  as  the  implied 
consent  arising  from  long-continued  acquiescence. 

It  is  true  that,  strictly  speaking,  a  man  cannot  subject  one  part  -j 
of  his  property  to  another  by  an  easement ;  for  no  man  can  have 
an  easement  in  his  own  property,  but  he  obtains  the  same  object 
by  the  exercise  of  another  right,  the  general  right  of  property. 
But  he  has  not  the  less  thereby  permanently  altered  the  quality  of 
the  two  parts  of  his  heritage ;  and  if,  after  the  annexation  of 
peculiar  qualities,  he  alien  one  part  of  his  heritage,  it  seems  but 
reasonable,  if  the  alterations  thus  made  are  palpable  and  manifest, 
and  in  their  nature  permanent  changes  in  the  disposition  of  the 


(k)  [As  to  which,  see  the  next  suh-  (/)  ^mh/t.  Pt^o^^  (1625),Fophani,  169, 

sedion.]  per  Wliitlookc,  0.  J. 

8(2) 
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Continnonfl  property,  BO  that  one  part  thereby  becomes  dependent  upon  another, 
*ea«^^t8?  ^^^^  ^  purchaser  should  take  the  land  with  the  qualities  which  the 
previous  owner  had  undoubtedly  the  right  to  attach  to  it. 

This  reasoning  applies  to  those  easements  only  which  are 
attended  by  some  alteration  which  is  in  its  nature  obvious  and  per- 
manent,— or,  in  technical  language,  to  those  easements  only  which 
are  apparent  and  continuous ;  understanding  by  apparent  signs  not 
only  those  which  must  necessarily  be  seen,  but  those  which  may  be 
seen  or  known  on  a  careful  inspection  by  a  person  ordinarily 
conversant  with  the  subject  (m). 

The  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  easements  of  this  nature 
are  not  extinguished  by  unity  of  ownership,  unless  the  party  has 
availed  himself  of  his  right  of  property  to  destroy  the  external 
mark  of  the  easement,  as  by  cutting  a  spout  or  removing  the  eaves 
of  a  house,  are  authorities  in  support  of  this  doctrine. 

The  easement  as  such  can  in  no  case  exist  during  the  unity  of 
ownerahip ;  and,  if  the  owner  might  at  any  moment  determine  the 
easement  by  altering  the  relative  disposition  of  the  parts  of  his 
tenement  inter  se,  what  difference  can  it  make  whether  he  has 
suffered  things  to  continue  as  they  were  previous  to  the  union,  or 
whether  he  has  made  one  portion  of  his  estate  subject  to  the  con- 
venience of  another  by  some  express  act  done  during  the  union  P 
In  either  case  he  has  acted  by  virtue  of  his  general  rights  of 
property. 

Unless  it  can  be  said  that  it  makes  a  difference,  that  in  the  one 
case  previous  to  the  union  a  valid  easement  had  been  constituted, 
it  is  difficult  to  see  on  what  ground  any  distinction  can  be  con- 
tended for  between  the  cases ;  but  in  a  case  on  the  subject,  the 
authority  of  which  has  been  frequently  recognized,  it  is  clear  that 
no  such  right  existed  before  the  union,  and  that  what  was  in  fact 
a  wrongful  act — a  nuisance — before  the  union,  ceased  to  be  so  and 
was  clothed  with  a  legal  title  upon  a  subsequent  separation  (n). 

The  earliest  case  directly  in  point  upon  this  subject,  and  one 
which  is  repeatedly  cited,  and  upon  which  great  reliance  is  placed 
in  subsequent  cases,  was  decided  in  the  11  H.  7 ;  and  although  an 
attempt  was  made  in  argument  in  some  of  the  later  cases  to  dis- 


(m)  [Accidental  non-user  at  the  time  (»)  Sobint  v.  Bamta  (1616),  Hobart, 

of  the  severance,  as  in  the  instance  of  131;  post,  p.  119;  [cf.,  on  a  similar  point, 

a  drain  not  running  by  reason  of  the  Kay  v.  Oxley  (1875),  L.  R.   10  Q.  B. 

house  not  being  then  occupied,  appears  860,  quoted  aboye,  p.  97.] 
immaterial.] 
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tinguish  it  as  a  case  of  custom,  the  authority  attached  to  it  by  the  Contbuous 
judges  shows  that  they  did  not  consider  its  applicability  as  at  all  easemeDts. 
restricted  on  that  ground : — 

One  William  Coppy  brought  an  action  on  the  case  against  Ooppy  ▼.  /.  ^^ 
J.  de  B.,  and  counted  that  according  to  the  custom  of  London,  '* 
where  there  were  two  tenements  adjoining,  and  one  had  a  gutter 
running  over  the  tenement  of  the  other,  the  other  cannot  stop  it, 
though  it  be  on  his  own  land ;  and  counted  how  he  had  a  tene- 
ment and  the  defendant  another  tenement  adjoining.  The  defen- 
dant's counsel  said,  ''  We  say  that  since  the  time  of  memory  one 
A.  was  seised  of  both  tenements,  and  enfeoffed  the  plaintiff  of  the 
one  and  defendant  of  the  other."  To  which  it  was  replied, 
'*  This  is  not  a  good  plea,  for  the  defendant  seeks  to  defeat  the 
custom  by  reason  of  an  unity  of  possession  since  the  time  of 
memory ;  and  that  he  cannot  do  in  this  case,  for  such  a  custom, 
that  one  shall  have  a  gutter  running  in  another  man's  land  is  a 
custom  solemnly  binding  the  land,  and  this  is  not  extinct  by  unity 
of  possession ;  as  if  the  lord  of  a  seigniory  purchase  lands  held  in 
gavelkind,  the  custom  is  not  thereby  extinguished,  but  both  his 
sons  shall  inherit  the  lands,  for  the  custom  solemnly  bindeth  the 
lands."  Totcnshend  said,  "  If  a  man  purchase  land  of  which  he 
hath  the  rent,  the  rent  is  gone  by  the  unity  of  possession,  because 
a  man  cannot  have  a  rent  from  himself;  but  if  a  man  hath  a 
tenement  from  which  a  gutter  runneth  into  the  tenement  of 
another,  even  though  he  purchase  the  other  tenement,  the  gutter 
remains,  and  is  as  necessary  as  it  was  before."  To  this  it  was 
objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  "  That  he  who  was  the  owner 
of  the  two  tenements  might  have  destroyed  the  gutter ;  and  that 
if  he  had  done  so,  and  then  made  several  feoffments  of  the  two 
tenements,  the  gutter  could  not  have  revived."  To  which  it  was 
replied,  "  If  that  were  so,  you  might  have  pleaded  such  destruction 
specially,  and  it  would  have  raised  a  good  issue."   11  H.  7, 25,  pi.  6. 

The  ease  of  warren,  relied  upon  as  illustrating  the  argument  of  Case  of 
the  existence  of  an  easement  notwithstandiog  the  unity,  is  as  follows,  "'"^""'^* 
35  Hen.  6,  55,  pi.  1 : — 

An  action  of  trespass  was  brought  for  hunting  in  the  plaintiff's 
warren  and  carrying  away  his  hares  and  rabbits.  The  defendant 
pleaded  in  abatement,  that  the  place  where,  &c.  was  the  manor 
of  D.,  in  which  manor  the  plaintiff  had  nothing,  except  as  joint 
tenant  with  two  others.  On  demurrer,  judgment  of  respondeat 
ouster  was  given.     The  objection  to  the  plea  was,  that  although 
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Continuous    the  plaintifE  was  but  a  joint  tenant  of  the  land,  he  might  still  be 
easements.     Bole  owner  of  the  warren ;  and  that,  as  it  did  not  appear  by  the 

■"  plea  whether  he  was  so  or  not,  and  a  plea  in  abatement  to  be  good 

\    I  must  be.  "  bon  a  cescun  comon  entent,"  the  plea  was  bad.     A  man, 

it  is  there  said,  may  have  warren  either  by  grant  of  the  king  in  his 
own  land,  or  by  prescription  in  the  lands  of  another.  Common 
and  rent  are  not  like  a  warren,  for  if  one  has  a  certain  rent  issuing 
out  of  land,  and  he  purchase  the  land  the  rent  is  gone ;  and  the 
same  law  of  a  common,  for  a  man  cannot  pay  rent  to  himself  or 
have  common  on  his  own  land ;  but  one  may  have  warren  either 
in  the  land  of  another  man  or  his  own,  for  it  is  not  issuing  out  of 
the  land,  neither  is  it  payable ;  but  it  is,  as  has  been  said,  realty 
and  privilege  in  the  land,  and  nothing  else. 

[A  free  warren,  being  a  franchise,  which  (like  that  of  forest, 
chase  and  the  like)  subsists  as  a  distinct  and  separate  inheritanoe 
at  the  same  time  with  the  ownership  of  the  land  over  which  it 
extends  in  those  cases  where  it  happens  to  belong  to  the  owner 
of  that  land,  does  not  furnish  any  analogy.  Positive  easements, 
authorizing  acts  on  the  land  of  another,  which  the  ordinary  right 
of  property  enables  a  man  to  do  on  his  own  land,  necessarily 
merge  when  the  land  upon  which  they  are  exercisable  becomes 
vested  in  their  owner;  but  the  franchise  of  free  warren  confers 
privileges,  the  right  to  which  could  not  be  claimed  on  a  man's  land 
by  virtue  of  his  ownership  of  the  land,  and  which  are  wholly 
unconnected  with  that  ownership.] 

inehoUitY.  In  Nicholas  v.  Chamberlain  (o),  which  was  an  action  of  trespass, 

"  it  was  held  by  aU  the  Court  upon  demurrer  that  if  one  erects  a 
house  and  builds  a  conduit  thereto  in  another  part  of  his  land,  and 
conveys  water  by  pipes  to  the  house,  and  afterwards  sells  the  house 
with  the  appurtenances,  excepting  the  land,  or  sells  the  land  to 
another,  reserving  to  himself  the  house  (j^),  the  conduit  and  pipes 
pass  with  the  house ;  because  it  is  necessary  and  quasi  appendant 
thereunto ;  and  he  shall  have  liberty  by  law  to  dig  in  the  land  for 
amending  the  pipes  or  making  them  new  as  the  case  requires.  So 
it  is  if  a  lessee  for  years  of  a  house  and  land  erect  a  conduit  upon 
the  land,  and  after  the  term  determines  the  lessor  occupies  them 
together  for  a  time,  and  afterwards  sells  the  house  with  the  appur- 
tenances to  one  and  the  land  to  another,  the  vendee  shall  have  the 


(o)  (1607),  Cro.  Jao.  121. 

(p)  [As  to  the  second  case,  see  below,  sub-sect,  (c).] 


Chamberlain^ 
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conduit  and  the  pipes  and  liberty  to  amend  them.  But,  by  Contmaous 
Popham^  if  the  lessee  erects  such  a  conduit,  and  afterwards  the  easements. 
lessor,  during  the  lease,  sells  the  house  to  one,  and  the  land,  wherein 
the  conduit  is,  to  another,  after  the  lease  determines  he  who 
hath  the  land  wherein  the  conduit,  is  may  disturb  the  other  in  the 
using  thereof,  and  may  break  it,  because  it  was  not  erected  by  one 
who  had  a  permanent  estate  or  inheritance,  nor  made  one  by  the 
occupation  or  usage  of  them  together  by  him  who  had  the  inherit- 
ance. So  it  is  if  a  disseisor  of  a  house  and  land  erects  such  a 
conduit,  and  the  disseisee  re-enter,  not  taking  conusance  of  any 
such  erection  nor  using  it,  but  presently  after  his  re-entry  sells  the 
house  to  one  and  the  land  to  another,  he  who  hath  the  land  is  not 
oompellable  to  suffer  the  other  to  enjoy  the  conduit;  but  in  the 
principal  case,  by  reason  of  the  mispleading  therein,  there  was  not 
any  judgment  given." 

The  case  of  Hobins  v.  Barnes  {q)  is  thus  reported  in  Rolle  : — "  If  Jiobina  v. 
A.  is  seised  in  fee  of  a  house  which  hath  certain  windows  by  pre-  ^''''^' 
scription,  and  B.  hath  another  house  close  adjoining  to  that,  and  B. 
tortiously  erects  a  structure  on  his  own  frank  tenement,  which 
overhangs  the  house  of  A.  and  thereby  stops  his  light,  and  after- 
wards B.  purchase  in  fee  the  house  of  A.,  and  afterwards  grant  by 
lease  to  C.  the  house  which  was  the  house  of  A. ;  0.  has  no  remedy 
to  abate  this  nuisance,  for  by  the  unity  of  possession  the  prescrip- 
tion for  the  windows  was  extinct ;  being  that  0.  ought  to  take  that 
in  such  plight  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  grant  made  to  him, /or 
the  unity  purges  the  tort,  both  being  in  the  hand  of  one  person,  who 
might  deal  with  it  at  his  pleasure." 

"  So  it  is  if  B.  afterwards  pull  down  his  house  and  rebuild  it  in 
the  same  manner  as  it  was  before,  so  that  he  does  not  make  it  over- 
hang more  than  it  did  at  the  time  of  the  grant  to  0. ;  but  if  he 
causes  it  to  overhang  more  than  before,  an  action  lies  for  C.  to 
have  this  remedied,  for  it  is  a  new  tort." 

In  the  report  in  Hobart  the  Court  agreed :  "  That  though  one 
of  the  houses  had  been  built  overhanging  the  other  wrongfully 
before  they  came  into  one  hand,  yet  after,  when  they  came  both 
into  the  hand  of  Allen,  that  wrong  was  now  purged,  so  that  if  the 
houses  came  afterwards  into  several  hands,  yet  neither  party  could 
complain  of  a  wrong  heforeP    It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  this  case  . 


b)  (1616),  Roll.  Abr.,  tit.  Extrngniehment,  D.  936,  pi.  7 ;  S.  C,  Hobart,  131 ; 
Yin.  Abr.  flxtingiiiflhment,  D.  pi.  7. 
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Continuous    the  aotion  was  brought  not  only  for  disturbing  the  easement  of 

easements,    anoient  light,  but  also  for  an  infringement  of  the  common  law 

:Kobin*  V.     rights  of  property,  by  making  a  roof  overhanging  the  plaintiff's 

£amei.       goil ;  and  the  decision  is  not  only  an  authority  for  the  position, 

that  the  abstinence  of  the  owner  of  the  united  tenements  from 

removing  the  obstruction  to  the  windows  was  an  extinguishment  of 

the  prescriptive  right  to  the  light,  but  also  that  by  his  permitting 

the  overhanging  roof  to  continue,  and  severing  the  tenements  in 

that  condition,  the  encroachment  of  the  overhanging  roof,  though 

tortious  at  the  time  the  tenements  first  became  his  property,  was 

legalized. 

Surt/ y.  Piffott.      In  Suryv.  Pigott{r)^  an  action  was  brought  for  obstructing  a 

stream  of  water  running  over  the  defendant's  land  to  a  pool  of 

the  plaintiflf's,  situate  in  a  close  which  was  part  of  the  plaintiff's 

rectory.     The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  land  over  which  the 

water  ran,  and  the  plaintiff's  close,  were  both  part  and  parcel  of 

the  manor  of  Markham,  and  that  King  Henry  VIII.,  being  seised 

of  the  said  manor  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  granted  the  land  over 

which  the  water  ran  to  one  under  whom  the  defendant  claimed ; 

and  the  question  was,  whether  the  unity  of  ownership  in  the  king 

had  extinguished  the  easement. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  argued,  that  the  easement  was  not 
extinct  because  it  was  a  thing  of  necessity,  and  though  a  rent  and 
a  way  may  be  extinguished  by  unity,  the  easement  had  a  separate 
and  distinct  existence  ;  and  it  was  likened  to  the  case  of  warren,  or 
a  right  to  drive  beasts  to  pasture  in  a  forest,  which  rights  are  not 
extinguished  by  unity.  So  also  of  a  gutter,  which,  like  a  water- 
course, has  a  separate  existence. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  argued,  that  it  was  extinct  by  unity, 
because  it  was  a  charge  on  the  soil  of  another,  as  a  right  of  way  or 
enclosure,  both  of  which  have  been  held  to  be  extinguished  by 
imity ;  and  although  the  custom  of  gavelkind  is  not  extinguished 
by  purchase  of  the  seigniory,  yet  it  is  otherwise  of  a  prescription, 
which  follows  the  estate  in  the  land  and  the  person. 

It  was  resolved  by  the  whole  Court  that  the  watercourse  was  not 
extinguished,  but  Dodderidge,  J,,  said,  "  That  a  way,  if  it  were  of 
convenience  (voy  de  ease),  is  extinguished,  but  not  a  way  of 

(r)  (1626),  Palmer,  444  ;  S.  C,  Pop-  ment,  but  one  of  natural  right  (above, 

ham,  166 ;  3  Bulstrode,  339 ;  Not,  84  ;  p.  5) ;  but  the  Judges'  dicta  relate  to 

Latch,  163 ;  W.  Jones,  146.     [This  is  easements.] 
not,  properly  speaking,  a  ease  of  ease- 
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necessity."    And  so  it  was  the  opinion  of  Topham,  C.  J.,  in  the    Continuouu 

Lady  Brown's  case,  "  If  a  man  hath  a  stream  of  water  which     eaHements" 

niDneth  in  a  leaden  pipe,  and  he  buys  the  land  where  the  pipe  is,  ~si^ryy7Figott. 

and    cuts  the   pipe  and    destroys  it,  the  watercourse  is  extinct, 

because  he  thereby  declares  his  intention  and  purpose  that  he  does 

not  wish  to  enjoy  them  together,  viz.,  the  watercourse  and  the 

land."     Dodderidge,  J.,  argued  that  a  fence  should  be  extinguished 

by  unity,  because  it  is  not  of  necessity,  and  put  this  case  :  *'  A  man 

having  a  mill  and  a  watercourse  over  his  land,  sells  a  portion  of  the 

land  over  which  the  watercourse  runs  ;  in  such  a  case  by  necessity 

the  watercourse  remaineth  to  the  vendor,  and  the  vendee  cannot 

stop  it."     Whitlocke,  C.  J.  («),  said,  "  A  way  or  common  shall  be 

exting^shed,  because  they  are  part  of  the  profits  of  the  land,  and 

the  same  law  is  of  fishings  also ;  but  in  our  case  the  watercourse 

doth  not  begin  by  consent  of  parties  nor  by  prescription,  but  ex 

jure  natune,  and  therefore  shall  not  be  extinguished  by  unity.     A 

warren  is  not  extinguished  by  unity,  because  a  man  may  have  a 

warren  in  his  own  land;  and  in  the  case  11  H.  7,  the  gutter  was 

not  extinguished  only  by  the  unity  of  possession,  but  there  also 

appeareth  in  the  case  that  the  pipes  were  destroyed,  whereby  it 

could  not  be  revived." 

In  Cox  V.  Matthews  (/),  which  was  an  aation  for  stopping  lights.  Cox  v. 
an  exception  was  taken  to  the  declaration,  because  it  did  not  state  *  ^^'' 
the  plaintiff's  house  to  be  ancient.  Haie  said,  "  That  if  a  man 
builds  a  house  upon  his  own  ground,  he  that  hath  the  contiguous 
ground  may  build  upon  it  also,  though  he  doth  thereby  stop  the 
lights  of  the  other  house ;  for  cujus  est  solum  ejus  est  usque  ad 
coelum,  and  this  holds  unless  there  be  a  custom  to  the  contrary,  as 
in  London.  But  in  an  action  for  stopping  of  his  light,  a  man  need 
not  declare  of  an  ancient  house  ;  for  if  a  man  should  build  a  house 
on  his  own  ground,  and  then  grant  the  house  to  A.,  and  grant 
certain  land  adjoining  to  B.,  B.  could  not  build  to  the  stopping  of 
its  lights  in  that  case." 

In  Palmer  v.  Fletcher  (w),  which  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  Palmer  y. 
stopping  lights,  it  appeared  that  a  man  erected  a  house  on  his  own  ^^^^' 
land,  and  afterwards  sold  the  house  to  one  and  the  land  adjoining 
to  another,  who  obstructed  the  lights  of  the  house ;  and  it  was 


(•)  Popham,  170.  (u)  (1675),  1  Levinz,  122;  1  Siderfin, 

(J)  (1684),  1  Ventris,  237,  239;  S.  C,  167,   227,   nom.   Falmer  v.  Fleshers ;   1 

3  KeUe,  133,  as  to  a  point  of  pleading  Keble,  553,  625,   794,  nom.  Palmer  v. 

onlj.  Fiesaier. 


J 
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Continnons 

and  apparent 

easements. 

Palmer  v. 
Fletch$r. 


Peyton  V. 
Mayor  of 
London, 


resolved,  "  that  though  it  was  a  new  passage,  yet  no  person  who 
claimed  the  land  by  purchase,  under  the  builder,  could  obstruct  the 
lights  any  more  than  the  builder  himself  could,  who  could  not 
derogate  from  his  own  grant,  for  the  windows  were  a  necessary  and 
essential  part  of  the  house."  Kelyuge,  J.,  said,  suppose  the  land 
had  been  sold  first,  and  the  house  after,  the  vendee  of  the  land 
might  stop  the  lights.  Twysden,  J.,  to  the  contrary,  said,  whether 
the  land  be  sold  first  or  afterwards,  the  vendee  of  the  land  cannot 
stop  the  lights  of  the  house  in  the  hands  of  the  vendor  or  his 
assignees,  and  cited  a  case  to  be  so  adjudged ;  but  all  agreed  that  a 
stranger,  having  lands  adjoining  to  a  messuage,  newly  erected,  may 
stop  the  lights,  for  the  building  of  any  man  on  his  lands  cannot 
hinder  his  neighbour  from  doing  what  he  will  with  his  own  lands ; 
otherwise,  if  the  messuage  be  ancient,  so  that  he  has  gained  a  right 
to  the  lights  by  prescription.  And,  afterwards,  a  like  judgment 
was  given  between  the  same  parties,  for  erecting  a  building  on 
another  part  of  the  lands  purchased,  whereby  the  lights  of  another 
new  messuage  were  obstructed. 

In  Peyton  v.  Mayor  of  London  {x)y  which  was  an  action  for 
withdrawing  support  by  pulling  down  an  adjoining  house,  the 
declaration  contained  no  allegation  of  any  right  to  support,  or  of 
any  fact  from  which  that  right  might  be  inferred  in  law ;  it  there- 
fore was  unnecessary  to  decide  what  the  result  would  have  been 
had  the  two  houses  originally  belonged  to  the  same  owner.  Lord 
Tenterden,  in  delivering  judgment,  alludes  to  such  a  state  of  facts, 
apparently  inclining  to  favour  the  existence  of  such  a  right,  if 
there  had  been  at  some  former  time  a  unity  of  the  ownership  of  the 
two  houses.  [And  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Richards  v.  Rose  {y)  is  an  authority  to  show,  that  upon  the  sever- 
ance of  ownership  of  two  or  more  houses,  obviously  and  necessarily 
requiring  mutual  support,  there  is,  by  an  implied  grant  or 
reservation,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  right  to  support ;  and  that 
such  "  right  equally  subsists,  whether  the  owner  parts  first  with 
one  and  then  with  the  other,  or  with  two  together,  the  last  being 
afterwards  divided."  This  case  was  treated  by  the  Court  as  one  of 
absolute  necessity.] 


{x)  (1829),  9  B.  &  C.  736 ;  33  R.  K. 
311. 

(y)  (1853),  9  Exch.  220.  See,  in  sup- 
port of  this  case,  the  observations  of 
Loid  Westbmy   in   Suffield  v.  Brown 


(1864),  4  D.  J.   &  S.  at  p.  198,  and 
those  of  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  in  Wheeldon  y. 
Burrows  (1879),  L.  R.  12  Ch.  DIy.  at 
p.    69;    and    see    below,    Fart    TTT 
Chap.  rV.  Sect.  3. 
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In  Canham  v.  Fishe  (s),  the  plaiatlfE  purchased  a  garden,  through  Continuoua 
whioh  ran  a  stream  of  water,  from  a  person  who  was  also  the  easements, 
owner  of  an  adjoining  field,  in  which  the  spring  supplying  the  "^nhanV. 
stream  took  its  rise;  the  defendant,  having  bought  the  field,  Fi»ke. 
diverted  the  stream,  after  the  plaintiff  had  used  the  water  for 
about  nineteen  years.  At  the  trial,  the  learned  Judge  was  of 
opinion,  that  as,  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  purchase,  the  two 
closes  were  the  property  of  the  same  owner,  the  unity  of  owner- 
ship destroyed  the  prescriptive  right,  and  consequently  nonsuited 
the  plainti£P.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  granted  a  new  trial. 
Lord  Lyndhurst  observ^ed,  "  The  plaintiff  bought  the  land  with 
the  water  upon  it;  and  if  the  conveyance  were  silent  as  to  the 
water,  still  the  water  would  pass  by  the  grant  of  the  land.  If  the 
conveyance  had  been  produced,  and  had  been  silent  as  to  the 
water,  still  the  conveyance  would  have  passed  the  water  which 
flowed  over  the  land.  Are  we  to  assume  that  the  water  was 
excepted  out  of  the  conveyance  merely  because  the  conveyance  was 
not  produced  ?  "  And  Bayley,  B.,  added,  "  If  I  build  a  house, 
and,  having  land  surrounding  it,  sell  the  house,  I  cannot  after- 
wards stop  the  lights  of  that  house.  By  selling  the  house  I  sell 
the  easement.  The  land  is  purchased  with  the  water  running 
upon  it,  and  the  conveyance  passes  the  land  with  the  easements 
existing  at  the  time." 

[In  Blanchard  v.  Bridges  {a)  ^  the  rule  was  again  cited.  But  sianehardv. 
there  the  windows  in  question  had  been  altered  after  the  date  of  ■®''*^*«- 
the  conveyance  from  which  the  implication  of  a  grant  arose  ;  and 
the  Court  said  that  the  implication  must  have  reference  to  the 
state  of  things  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance.  The  question  of  the 
effect  upon  a  grant  of  light  of  an  alteration  of  the  windows  had 
not  then  been  fully  considered  (6). 

In  Ewart  v.  Cochrane  {c)^  the  respondent  claimed  the  right  to  Eicartr. 
send  the  refuse  of  his  tan-yard  through  a  drain  into  a  cesspool  in  ^^  ^^'^' 
the  appellant's  garden.     Both  tenements  had  belonged  to   one 
Murray,   who  had  conveyed  the  tan-yard  to  the    respondent's 
predecessor,  '^  and  that  as  the  whole  said  subjects  are  previously 
possessed  by  us,"  but  without  alluding  to  the  drain ;  he  afterwards 


(z)  (1831),  2  C.  &  J.  126;  37  R.  R.  208. 

666 ;  Prefaoe  VIII.    [The  rifflit  in  this  ii\  a     v  i        -o  ^tr  m.       ▼▼ 

case  appears  to  have  ^been  an  ordinary  (*)  ^  ^^^'  ^"*  ^'  <^»P-  ^^' 

right  of  property,  and  not  an  easement.]  {e)  (1861),  7  Jur.,  N.  8.  926 ;  4  Maoq. 

(a)  (1836),  4  A.  &  E.  176;  63  R.  R.  S.  A.  117. 
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Continuous    [conveyed  the  garden  to  the  appelknt,  who  stopped  the  drain.    The 
easeiuente.     House  of  Lords  decided  in  favour  of  the  respondent: 
£u;art  v.  The  ohservations  made  in  this  case  by  Lord  Campbell,  C,  would 

Cochrane,  carry  the  law  a  good  deal  further  than  it  has  yet  been  carried. 
"  I  consider  the  law  of  Scotland,"  he  said,  "  as  well  as  the  law  of 
England,  to  be  that,  when  two  properties  are  possessed  by 'the 
same  owner,  and  there  has  been  a  severance  made  of  part  from  the 
other,  anything  which  was  held  and  was  necessary  for  the  comfort- 
able enjoyment  of  that  part  of  the  property  which  is  granted,  shall 
be  considered  to  follow  from  the  grant,  if  there  be  the  usual  words 
in  the  conveyance.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  usual  words  are 
essentially  necessary;  but  where  there  are  the  usual  words,  I 
cannot  doubt  that  that  is  the  law."  The  reference  to  "  conafort- 
able  enjoyment "  appears  to  set  up  a  somewhat  vague  test  of  the 
qualified  necessity  {d) ;  and  Lord  Campbell's  observations,  as 
reported,  make  no  distinction  between  continuous  and  apparent 
easements,  which  will  pass  without  words  of  grant,  and  other 
conveniences  (such  as  "  non-apparent "  ways),  which  will  not  pass 
without  a  grant  of  ways,  &c.  "  used  and  enjoyed "  with  the 
premises.  Lord  Chelmsford  treated  the  easement  as  absolutely 
necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  tan-yard. 
Sail  Y.  Lund,  In  Hall  Y.  Luiid{e)y  the  owner  of  two  mills  had  leased  one  to 
the  defendant.  In  the  lease  he  was  described  as  a  bleacher,  and 
the  premises  leased  as  lately  occupied  by  Fullan.  Pullan  had 
'  formerly  carried  on  the  business  of  a  bleacher  in  this  mill,  and  had 
.  drained  his  refuse  into  a  watercourse  which  supplied  the  other  mill. 

V  The  lessor  afterv\'ards  sold  the  mills  to  the  plaintiff,  who  sued  the 

^  defendant  for  polluting  the  watercourse  with  the  drainage  from  his 

bleaching  works,  to  the  injury  of  the  other  mill.  The  action 
failed,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant's  lease  contained  an 
implied  grant  of  the  right  lo  use  the  watercourse  for  carrying  on 
the  business  of  a  bleacher ;  and,  on  a  rule  obtained,  the  Court  up- 
held the  verdict.  Three  of  the  JAidges  (/)  considered  the  easement 
claimed  by  the  defendant  to  be  apparent  and  continuous  within 
the  principle  of  the  above  cases;  and,  independently  of  this,  they 
considered  that,  the  lessor  having  demised  the  premises  for  the 
purpose  of  bleaching,  neither  he  nor  those  claiming  under  him 
could  derogate  from  his  grant  (g).     The  remaining  judge  (A)  based 


{d)  Above,  p.  114.  Wilde,  B. 

(e)  (1863),  1  H.  &  C.  676.  (p)  See  above,  p.  113,  note  (^). 

(/)  Pollock,  C.  B.,  ChanneU,  B.,  and  (A)  Martin,  B. 
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[his  concurrence  on  the  dictum  in  Ewart  v.  CochranCj  which  is    Continuoua 

.    J  .  and  apparent 

commented  on 'above.  easements. 

It  should  be  noted  that  in  both  these  cases  the  right  claimed 
was,  not  merely  to  use  water,  but  to  pollute  it. 

In  Davies  v.  Marshall  {i)^  the  plaintiff's  lease  contained  an  DavietT, 
express  grant  of  "  ancient  lights " ;  but  this  was  held  not  to  ^^'''^"^ 
negative  the  implied  grant  of  the  new  lights. 

In  Polden  v.  Bastard  (k),  a  case  relating  to  a  non- continuous  JPoldmY. 
easement,  Erie,  0.  J.,  said :— "  There  is  a  distinction  between  ease-  '^'*''*'"^- 
ments  such  as  a  right  of  way  or  easements  used  from  time  to  time, 
and  easements  of  necessity  or  continuous  easements.  The  cases 
recognize  this  distinction ;  and  it  is  clear  law  that,  upon  a  sever- 
ance of  tenements,  easements  used  as  of  necessity,  or  in  their 
nature  continuous,  will  pass  by  implication  of  law,  without  any 
words  of  grant;  but,  with  regard  to  easements  which  are  used 
from  time  to  time  only,  they  do  not  pass,  unless  the  owner,  by 
appropriate  language,  shows  an  intention  that  they  should  pass." 

In  IFatts  V.  Kelson  (/),  the  owner  of  two  closes,  having  made  an  Watts  y, 
artificial  watercourse  for  the  supply  of  cattle-sheds,  conveyed  first  -°-"'*^'*- 
the  cattle-sheds  to  the  plaintiff  (w),  and  afterwards  the  close 
through  which  the  watercourse  ran  to  the  defendant.  It  was  held, 
on  appeal  from  Romilly,  M.  E..,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
have  the  enjoyment  of  the  watercourse  in  the  same  manner  as  it 
was  enjoyed  during  the  unity  of  possession.  Mellish,  L.  J., 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court ;  and,  after  citing  the  judg- 
ment in  Polden  v.  Bastard  (w),  above  referred  to,  continued : — "  We 
are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  easement  in  the  present  case  was  in 
its  nature  continuous.  There  was  an  actual  construction  on  the 
servient  tenement,  extending  to  the  dominant  tenement,  by  which 
water  was  continuously  brought  through  the  servient  tenement  to 
the  dominant  tenement  for  the  use  of  the  occupier  of  the  dominant 
tenement."  He  referred  to  Nicholas  v.  Chanibcrlain  {o)  and  Wardle 
V.  Brocklehurst  {p) . 

Since  the  decision  in    Watts  v.  Kelson^  the  principle   of  the  Other  cases, 
implied  grant  of  continuous  and  apparent  easements  in  a  case 


(i)  (1861),  7  Jur.,  N.  S.  720,  1247  ;  9  (m)  The  conveyance  granted  water- 

W.  R.  368, 866 ;  4  L.  T.,  N.  S.  105,  681.  courses  used  and  enjoyed  with  the  tene- 

d,  Broum  y .  Alabaster  (1887),  L.  R.  37  ment  conveyed,    but    the  decision  did 

Ch.   D.   490  ;   Thotnaa  v.    Oweti  (1887),  not  turn  on  this. 

L.  R.  20  Q.  B.  Div.  225.  («)  (1863),  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  156. 

(k)  (1863),  4  B.  &  S.  253;  L.  R.  1  (o)  Above,  p.  118. 

Q.  B.  156;  above,  p.  109.  (p)  Above,  p.  88. 

(0  (1870),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  166. 
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Continuous    [where  the  quafii-dominant  tenement  is  first  conveyed  away,  has 

eanements.    teen  treated  as  settled  law  {q) ;  and  the  Courts  have  been  occupied 

mainly  with  the  subsidiary  questions  now  to  be  mentioned,  or  with 

the  doctrine  of  implied  reservation  treated  in  a  later  section. 

Dominant  or       In  the  first  place,  it  seems  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  special 

montTn  le^"  circumstances,  the  rule  holds  notwithstanding  that  the  dominant 

or  the  servient  tenement  is  in  lease  at  the  date  of  the  grant.     The 

implied  grant  cannot,  of  course,  operate  for  or  against  the  lessee, 

but   it  takes   effect   immediately  on   the    determination  of   his 

interest.] 

In  Coufts  V.  Gorham  (r),  which  was  an  action  for  obstructing 
lights,  it  appeared  that  one  Hall  was  the  owner  of  two  adjoining 
houses,  each  of  which  had  certain  ancient  windows.  In  1800,  he 
made  a  lease  of  one  of  these  houses  for  twenty-one  years,  determin- 
able on  lives,  of  which  lease  the  defendant  was  assignee ;  and  in 
November,  1 809,  the  defendant  took  a  new  lease  of  the  same  house 
for  twenty-one  years.  The  windows  of  the  other  house  had  been 
altered,  and  placed  in  a  different  situation  at  a  period  (as  it  appeared) 
within  twenty  years  before  the  obstruction  complained  of ;  but  the 
jury  found  the  alteration  to  haye  taken  place  previous  to  the  lease 
to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  granted  in  May,  1809.     Tindal,  0.  J., 


Coutts  V. 
Gorham. 


(q)  Sec,  e.g..  Rohlnnon  v.  Grave  (1873), 
21  W.  R.  223;  27  L.  T.,  N.  S.  648 
(where  the  lights  were  opened  between 
contract  and  conveyance)  ;  Bayley  v. 
Great  Wenttni  Railuay  (1884),  L.  R.  26 
Ch.  Div.  434  (per  Chitty,  J.,  at  p.  438) ; 
MyeVM  V.  Catterson  (1889),  L.  R.  43 
Ch.  D.  470  (where  the  vendonj  were  a 
railway  com  pan  > ) ;  Bailey  v.  Icke  (1891), 
64  L.  T.  789  (where  the  building  was 
contemplated  but  not  erected  at  the  date 
of  the  conveyance) ;  Fhillipa  v.  Lotc^ 
[1892]  1  Ch.  47  (a  case  of  devise) : 
Corhttt  V.  7o«ffj»,  [1892]  3  Ch.  137 
(where  a  claim  by  implied  grant  to  an 
extraordinary  amount  of  light  was  nega- 
tived);  BroomJUld  v.  Williaim,  [1897] 
1  Ch.  C02  (where  a  grant  of  light  was 
implied  although  the  land  retained  was 
described  on  the  plan  as  *' building 
land");  Pollard y.  Gare,  [1901J  1  Ch. 
834  (where  the  land  was  described  by 
reference  to  a  plan  in  which  the  estate 
was  marked  out  in  building  plots) ; 
Burrows  v.  Lany,  [1901]  2  Ch.  602 
(where  the  rule  was  neld  not  to  apply  to 
a  watercourse  constructed  for  a  special 
temporary  purpose)  ;  Key  v.  Xeath 
Mural  DUtrict  Council,  [1905]  93  L.  T. 
607;    affd.   96  L.  T.  771    (where  the 


implication  of  a  grant  was  assisted  by 
general  words  in  the  conveyance)  ; 
BeU9,  Ltd.  V.  Fickfords,  Ltd.,  [1906]  2 
Ch.  87,  cited  above,  p.  113,  note  \^), 
(where  the  lease  to  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tained a  covenant  to  erect  a  warehouse 
according  to  approved  plans).  The  rule 
applies  although  there  is  land  inter- 
vening between  the  house  sold  and  the 
land  retained  {Birmingham y  Dudley^  and 
District  Bank  v.  Ross  (1883),  L.  R.  38 
Ch.  Div.  295),  and  although  the  Tender 
is  only  equitably  entitled  (Beddington  v. 
jitles  (1887),  L.  R.  35  Ch.  D.  at  p.  322  ; 
WiUonv.  Quecfi's  Clttb,  [1891]  3  Ch.  622). 
But  not  where  the  vendor  has  at  the 
date  of  the  conveyance  an  interest  in  the 
property  retained  insufficient  to  enable 
him  to  make  an  express  grant  of  the 
easement  claimed,  although  he  sub- 
sequently acquires  an  interest  sufficient 
for  the  purpose  {Quicke  v.  Chapman^ 
[1903]  1  Ch.  659).  A  merely  equit- 
able  grant  may  be  defeated  by  a  legal 
conveyance  of  the  servient  property  to  a 
purchaser  for  value  witoout  notice 
[Prinsep  v.  Belgravia  EUate,  Ltd.,  W.  N. 
(1896)  p.  39). 
(r)  (1829),  Moo.  &  Malkin,  396. 
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said,  "  If  the  windows  were  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  lease  to 
the  plaintiff,  he  is  entitled  to  recover.  Hall,  who  executed  the 
lease  when  the  windows  were  there,  could  not  himself  obstruct 
them  afterwards ;  and  if  so,  he  could  not  convey  to  any  other  pos- 
sessor a  right  to  do  so." — "  It  is  true  that  the  defendant  had  an 
existing  term  at  the  time,  and  his  interest  in  that  term  would  not 
be  affected  by  Hall's  lease;  but  he  surrendered  that  term  by 
operation  of  law,  when  he  accepted  a  new  lease  from  Hall." — 
"  The  defendant's  new  lease  was  derived  out  of  Hall's  reversion ; 
and  Hall's  reversion  was  subject  to  the  right  already  granted  by 
him  to  the  plaintiff.  Assuming,  then,  that  the  windows  were 
made  within  twenty  years,  but  before  the  lease  made  to  Goutts, 
Gorham's  present  interest  is  derived  from  the  same  lessor  at  a 
subsequent  period,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  the  rights  which 
Coutts  already  had  against  his  lessor,  and  consequently,  to  that  of 
his  having  the  windows  in  question  free  from  any  obstruction  "  (s). 

[To  the  same  effect  is  Daviea  v.  Marshall  (t),  where  the  quasi- 
ser^'ient  tenement  was  in  lease  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  of  the 
quasi-dominant  tenement;  but  the  tenant  of  the  former,  liaving 
afterwards  surrendered  his  lease,  and  taken  a  new  one,  was 
restrained  from  obstructing  the  windows  of  the  latter. 

In  Barnes  v.  Loach  {u),  where  the  dominant  or  quafii-dominant 
property  was  let  at  the  date  of  the  severance,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  and 
Lopes,  J.,  declined  to  hold  that  this  excluded  the  principle  of  the 
disposition  of  the  owner. 

The  rule  also  applies  where  the  quasi-dominant  tenement  and 
the  quasi-servient  tenement,  having  been  both  included  in  a 
mortgage,  the  mortgagee  boD&  fide  sells  the  quasi-dominant  tene- 
ment under  his  statutory  power  of  sale  {x).  In  such  a  case  the 
mortgagee  is,  in  effect,  agent  for  the  mortgagor  for  the  purpose 
of  the  maxim  that  a  grantor  may  not  derogate  from  his  grant. 

But  the  duration  of  the  implied  grant  is  limited  by  the  estate 
which  the  vendor  had  in  the  quasi-servient  tenement  at  the  time  of 


Ck>ntinaoa8 

and  apparent 

easements. 

CoutU  V, 
Gorham. 


Daviet  v. 
Marshall. 


Barnes  v. 
Loach. 


Dominant  and 
servient  tene- 
ment in 
mortgage. 


Daration  of 
implied  grant 


(«)  Bnt  compare  Thomas  v.  Otcen, 
cited  post,  p.  169,  on  the  reasoning  in 
which  a  reservation  bj  Hall  might  have 
been  implied,  out  of  the  lease  to  Goutts, 
of  the  rights  already  granted  to  Gorham, 
not  only  for  the  terra  which  Gorham  had 
nnder  his  lease  of  1300,  but  for  the 
whole  of  the  term  granted  to  Coutts  by 
the  lease  of  May,  1809. 


m  (1861),  7  Jut.,  N.  8.  720,  1247; 
9  W.  R.  368,  866  ;  4  L.  T.,  N.  S.  105, 
681.  Of.  Cable  v.  Bryant  (1907),  W.  N. 
238 

{it)  (1879),  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  D.  494.  In 
Wheaton  v.  Maple  %  Co.,  [1893]  3  Ch. 
48,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff 
claimed  by  implied  grant. 

(x)  Bom  V.  Turner,  [1900]  2  Ch.  211. 
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Compton  y. 
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[the  severance ;  and,  if  he  subsequently  acquires  a  larger  estate, 
such  estate  will  not  be  bound  by  the  servitude  (x). 

And,  following  out  this  principle,  it  has  been  held  that,  where  the 
grantor  has  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  of  the  quasi-dominant 
tenement,  contracted  to  sell  the  quasi-servient  without  reserving 
the  easement,  the  servitude  does  not  pass.  For,  in  such  a  ease, 
the  common  vendor  is,  by  virtue  of  his  contract,  a  trustee  of  the 
quasi-servient  tenement  for  the  purchaser  of  that  tenement ;  and 
the  Court  will  not  imply  a  grant  which  would  be  an  alienation  of 
the  property  of  another.  The  rule  assumes  that  the  grantor  is  the 
common  owner  of  both  tenements ;  and  both  the  purchaser  and  the 
Court  are  "thrown  upon  inquiry"  whether  this  is  so.  If  the 
quasi-servient  tenement  is  sold,  the  assumption  fails ;  a  stranger  is 
the  owner,  and  there  is  no  implication  (//). 

"  In  order  to  see  whether  a  grant  of  light  over  the  adjacent  land 
is  to  be  implied,  you  must  inquire  ....  into  the  title  to  that 
adjacent  land,  to  see  whether  the  grantor  has  such  an  estate  or 
interest  in  it  as  will  support  an  implied  grant  by  him  of  the  right 
to  the  access  of  light  over  it "  (s). 

In  the  next  place,  it  has  been  decided  that  the  general  rule 
holds  good  even  where  the  quasi-dominant  and  quasi-servient 
tenements  are  sold  or  conveyed  at  one  and  the  same  time. 

The  first  case  which  bears  upon  this  question  is]  Compton  v. 
Richards  («),  which  differs  from  many  of  the  authorities  already 
cited  by  reason  of  the  easement,  for  the  disturbance  of  which  the 
action  was  brought,  not  being  in  existence  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  instrument  under  which  the  right  was  held  to  arise. 

The  house  in  question  was  one  of  a  range  of  buildings,  called 
the  Royal  York  Crescent,  at  Clifton.  The  Crescent  had  been  com- 
menced in  1791,  but,  in  consequence  of  the  failure  of  the  original 
owner,  passed  into  various  hands,  and  a  part,  comprifiing  the 
houses  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  was  put  up  for  auction  in 
1810.  Both  houses  were  sold :  the  defendant  purchased  No.  14; 
the  plaintiff,  in  1812,  took  a  lease  of  No.  13  from  the  party  who 
purchased  it  at  the  sale.     By  one  of   the  conditions  of  sale,  the 


(x)  Booth  V.  Akoeh  (1873),  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  663.  Of  course,  if  the  servitude  is 
exprcisly  granted  for  a  term  exceeding 
the  original  interest,  the  grant  may 
have  Effect ;  Ryme)^  v.  Mcllroy,  [1897] 
1  Ch.  528. 


(y)  See  the  judgment  of  Chitty,  J., 
in  Beddington  v.  Atlee  (1887),  L.  K.  35 
Ch.  D.  317. 

(z)  Quicke  v.  Chapman,  [1903]  1  Ch. 
659,  per  Homer,  L.  J.,  at  p.  67u. 

(a)  (1814),  1  Price,  27  ;  16  R.  R.  682. 
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buildines,  according  to  a  plan  of  the  Crescent  produced  at  the    Continuons 

_  ,,  •i«i     o,ncL  apparent 

sale,  were  to  be  completed  within  two  years  from  that  time,  which     easements. 
period  had  elapsed  previous  to  the  granting  the  lease  of  No.  13  to  simultaneous 
the  plaintiff.     After  the  expiration  of  the  two  years  the  defendant  conveyances. 
erected  an  additional  room  at  the  back  of  his  Iiouse,  one  side  of 
the  room  being  formed  by  elevating  the  wall  which  separated  the 
gardens  of  Nos.  13  and  14,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  diminish 
the  quantity  of  light  previously  admitted  through  the  plaintiff's 
windows.     It  appeared  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  although  the 
houses  were  unfinished,  yet  the  spaces  intended  for  the  windows  in 
question  were  actually  opened  in  the  walls :  the  plan  produced  at 
the  sale  showed  the  situation  and  number  of  the  windows  intended 
for  each  house.     There  was  no  stipulation  as  to  the  height  to  which 
the  garden  walls  might  be  raised;   but  other  buildings,  in  the 
same  direction,  were  expressly  limited  to  the  height  of  20  feet. 

At  the  trial,  before  Graham,  B.,  the  learned  Judge  nonsuited 
the  plaintiff,  giving  him  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained,  which  the  Court  made  absolute, 
it  was  argued  in  support  of  it,  that  the  rights  of  both  parties  were 
clearly  pointed  out  at  the  time  of  the  sale  by  the  common  vendor, 
which  was  admitted  by  Thompson,  C.  B.,  to  be  tantamount  to  an 
express  agreement  that  such  rights  should  not  be  obstructed. 
The  spaces  too,  it  was  fiurther  argued,  intended  for  the  windows, 
being  actually  opened,  the  purchaser  was  fully  aware  what  he  was 
going  to  buy,  as  the  exterior  sufficiently  exhibited  to  him  what  he 
would  be  entitled  to  enjoy. 

Thompson,  C.  B.,  in  delivering  judgment,  said :  "  This  purchase 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  subject  to  certain  conditions  at  the 
time  of  sale,  and  as  these  unfinished  houses  were  at  that  time  so  far 
built  as  that  the  openings^  which  were  intended  to  be  supplied  with 
windows,  were  sufficiently  visible  as  they  then  stood,  we  must 
recognize  an  implied  condition,  that  nothing  would  afterwards 
be  done  by  which  those  windows  might  be  obstructed ;  and  the 
purchasers  must  have  taken  subject  to  what  then  appeared.  The 
case  of  Palmer  v.  Fletc/ier  {b)  is  strong  and  clear,  and  has  been 
often  quoted ;  and  the  effect  of  that  case  is  that  where  a  man  sells 
a  house,  he  shall  not  afterwards  be  permitted  to  disturb  the  rights 
which  appertain  to  it;   and   the  windows  of  this  house,  being 


(b)  (1676),  I  Levinz,  122;  above  p.  121. 

o.  9 
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Continuous    opened  at  the  time,  necessarily  imported   their  non-obstruction. 

and  apparent  _.,  ,  •'x 

easements.    ....  It  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  this  action, 

SimultaneouT  ^^  ^^^  erection  of  any  building  on  the  wall  be  the  doing  of  an  act 

conveyances,    whereby  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  a   derogation   of   any  right 

which  he  acquired  by  his  purchase.     If  so,  it  is  what  the  original 

owner  could  not  have  done ;  and  all  lessees  claiming  under  him 

are  equally  bound  by  the  transfer." 

"Wood,  B.,  said:  "I  consider  Dr.  Compton  claiming  here  a 
right  by  grant,  and  when  this  house  was  granted  to  Auriol  (the 
plaintiff's  lessor)  he  became  grantee  of  everything  necessary  to 
its  enjoyment,  as  much  as  if  it  had  been  said  at  the  time,  that  no 
one  should  obstruct  the  light  which  it  then  enjoyed." 

In  Swamhorough  v.  Coventry  (c),  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
purchased  adjoining  [tenements  from  the  same  vendor  and  at  the 
same  auction.  The  lot  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  contained  an 
ancient  dwelling-house,  with  windows  in  every  floor,  looking  into 
the  property  purchased  by  the  defendant ;  the  windows  on  the 
first  and  npper  floors  had  never  been  interrupted,  but  those  on 
the  ground  floor  had  for  a  long  time  been  obstructed  by  a  one- 
story  building  on  the  defendant's  lot,  which  was  pulled  down 
shortly  before  the  sale.  The  plaintiff's  tenement  was  conveyed  to 
him  as  bounded  on  the  east  by  a  piece  of  ground,  described  in 
the  particulars  of  sale  as  a  piece  of  freehold  htiilding  ground  con- 
stituting lot  11  at  the  aforesaid  sale,  purchased  by  the  defendant. 
The  defendant  having  obstructed  the  plaintiff's  windows,  the 
plaintiff  obtained  damages  as  to  the  windows  above  the  ground 
floor ;  and,  on  a  rule  being  obtained,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
affirmed  this  decision.] 

"It  is  well  established  by  the  decided  cases,"  said  Tindal,  C.  J., 
'Hhat,  where  the  same  person  possesses  a  house  having  the 
actual  use  and  enjoyment  of  certain  lights,  and  also  possesses  the 
adjoining  land,  and  sells  the  house  to  another  person,  although 
the  lights  be  new,  he  cannot,  nor  can  anyone  who  claims  under 
him,  build  upon  the  adjoining  land  so  as  to  obstruct  or  interrupt 

the  enjoyment  of  those  lights And,  in  the  present  case, 

the  sales  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  being  sales  by  the 
same  vendor,  and  taking  place  at  one  and  the  same  time,  we 
think  the  rights  of  the  parties  come  within  the  application  of  this 
general  rule  of  law." 


{e)  (1832),  9  Bing.  306 ;  2  M.  &  Scott,  362 ;  35  R.  B.  660. 
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[Of  course,  if  there  had  been  nothing  special  in  the  case,  the    ContiiinoTw 
general  rule  would  have  operated  to  protect  the  ground  floor    easements, 
windows  also ;  for  the  defendant's  land  was  vacant  at  the  date  of  simultaneoiM 
the  sale.     But  the   Court  thought  that  the  description  in  the  oonveyanoes. 
plaintiff's  conveyance  of  the  adjoining  property  as  "  building 
ground"  showed  that  the  impHed  grant  was  intended  to  be  in 
some  manner  qualified ;  and,  as  there  had  been  a  building  on  the 
ground  in  question,  established  for  a  very  long  period  of  time  and 
but  recently  demolished,  which  extended  only  to  the  height  of  the 
first  fioor  of  the  plaintifiE's  house,  they  hold  that  this  gave  the  limit 
and  extent  intended  by  the  terms  in  the  description,  *'  so  as  at  once 
to  satisfy  those  terms,  and  at  the  same  time  to  prevent  the  vendor 
from  frustrating  his  own  grant"  (d). 

Again,  in  Allen  v.  Taylor  (^),  one  Edward  Allen,  being  seised  J  lien  y, 
of  a  piece  of  land  with  two  dwelling-houses  thereon,  and  also  of  ^^ 
an  adjoining  piece  of  land,  devised  his  real  estate  to  three  trustees 
(including  his  two  sons)  upon  trust  for  sale,  giving  his  two  sons  an 
option  of  purchasing,  either  together  or  separately,  any  part  of  his 
real  estate  at  a  valuation.  Both  sons  exercised  the  option,  one  of 
them  taking  a  conveyance  of  the  houses,  with  all  lights,  &c., 
the  other,  by  a  contemporaneous  conveyance,  taking  the  adjoining 
land.  It  was  held  by  Jessel,  M.  B.,  that  the  purchaser  of  the  land 
was  not  entitled  to  block  up  the  windows  of  the  houses. 

"  There  can  be  no  doubt,"  said  he,  "  that  the  law  as  laid  down 
by  Palmer  v.  Fletcher  (/),  is  the  law  of  the  present  day  ;  that  is, 
that,  where  a  man  grants  a  house  in  which  there  are  windows, 
neither  he  nor  anybody  claiming  under  him  can   stop  up  the 

windows  or  destroy  the  lights I  take  it  also  that  it  is 

equally  settled  law  that,  if  a  man  who  has  a  house  and  land  grants 
the  land  first,  reserving  the  house,  the  purchaser  of  the  land  can 
block  up  the  windows  of  the  house  (g).  Then  there  comes  a  third 
case.  Supposing  the  owner  of  the  land  and  the  house  sells  the 
house  and  land  at  the  same  moment.  And  supposing  he  expressly 
sells  the  house  with  the  lights ;  can  it  be  said  that  the  purchaser  of 
the  land  is  entitled  to  block  up  the  lights, — the  vendor  being  the 
same  in  each  case,  and  both  purchasers  being  aware  of  the 
simultaneous  conveyance  P  I  should  have  said  certainly  not.  In 
equity  it  is  one  transaction.     The  purchaser  of  the  land  knows  that 

{d)  This  latter  point  is  referred  to  (/)  (1676),  1  Lev.  122  ;  above,  p.  121. 

below,  p.  134.  Iff)  See  below,  p.  156. 

{e)  (18S0),  L.  R.  16  Ch.  Div.  355. 

9(2) 
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Few  Her  v. 
Turner. 


CJontinuona    [the  vendor  is  at  the  same  moment  selling  the  house  with  the  lights, 

easements.    ^^^  ^  part  of  the  transaction  he  takes  the  land ;  he  cannot  take 

Simultaneoua  ^^^7  the  lights  from  the  house."     His  Lordship  proceeded  to  quote 

conveyances.    Swansborongh  V.  Ccyventry  (A),  Compton^,  Richards  (/),and  Wheehion 

V.  Burrows  (A:),  and  concluded  by  remarking  upon  the  circumstance 

that,  in  this  case,  both  the  purchasers  were  also  vendors  (/). 

In  Feicster  v.  Turner  {m)^  the  question  was  raised  before  con- 
veyance. There,  property  belonging  to  the  defendant  had  been 
put  up  for  sale  in  several  lots,  lot  I  being  the  Acorn  Inn ;  and  the 
plan  circulated  at  the  auction  showed  a  well  on  lot  4,  a  reservoir 
connected  with  the  well  on  lot  2,  and  a  leaden  pipe  conveying 
water  from  the  reservoir  to  the  kitchen  of  the  inn  on  lot  1.  The 
plaintiff  became  the  purchaser  of  the  inn,  and,  after  lot  4  had  been 
conveyed  away  to  another  purchaser  without  any  express  reserva- 
tion to  the  owner  of  lot  1  of  the  right  of  water  from  the  well, 
claimed  specific  performance  of  his  purchase,  with  compensation 
for  the  loss  of  the  water.  Wigram,  V.-C,  held  that  he  had  no 
right  to  compensation. 

"  Where  the  sale  plan  accurately  represents  the  property,  which 
in  this  case  it  does,  can  the  sale  plan  carry  the  case  further  than  a 
view  of  the  property  itself  would  ?  I  am  only,  therefore,  called 
upon  to  assume  that  which  the  plaintiff  has  clearly  a  right  to  have 
assumed,  that  the  property  was  advertised  to  be  sold  to  him  as  it 
stood  at  the  time.  The  question  is,  then,  assuming  the  plaintiff 
went  to  the  property  and  viewed  it,  and  saw  the  pipe,  &c.,  would 
he  in  that  case  be  entitled  to  the  reservation  he  claims  P  .  •  .  All 
the  vendor  undertook  was  to  sell  the  property,  but  with  notice 
that  the  rest  of  the  property  would  no  longer  remain  in  his  hands. 
Suppose  this  altogether  a  natural  flow  of  water.  A  person  then 
agrees  to  sell  property,  and  sells  it  with  the  running  water 
there,  but  makes  no  stipulation  that  he  will  enter  into  a 
covenant  that  the  other  purchasers  shall  not  disturb  the  natural 
flow  of  the  water.  The  plaintiff,  purchasing  the  property  vdth 
such  natural  flow  of  water,  is  left  to  assert  his  right  against  the 
other  purchasers,  if  the  flow  of  water  is  an  easement  to  the 


(A)  (1832),  9  Bing.  305;  35  R.  B. 
660  ;  above,  p.  130. 

(i)  (1814),  1  Price,  27  ;  16  R.  R.  682; 
above,  p.  128- 

(k)  (1879),  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Div.  31 
(below,  p.  164),  per  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  at 


p.  59. 

(/)  Cf.  Cotton,  L.  J.,  in  Russell  v. 
JFatU  (1883),  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  at 
p.  673  ;  and  per  Fiy,  L.  J.,  at  p.  684. 

(m)  (1842),  11  L.  J.,  Ch.  161 ;  6  Jar, 
144. 
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[property  (n).     How  does  the   case  differ  if  it  is  an  artificial    Continuous 

*  _l^  .    .  -1         ftJid  apparent 

Btream  ?    The  vendor  says,  '  I  sell  you  the  property  as  it  is ;  other    easements, 
persons  will  hold  one   part,  and  you  the  other : '  the  plaintiff  simultaneous 
must  be  left  to  assert  his  right  against  the  other  purchasers.     It  oonvejanoes. 
is  not  for  the  vendor  himself  to  take  any  other  precaution  than 
that  of  conveying  to  the  purchaser  that  which  he  contracts  to 
sell.     I  have  less  hesitation  in  coming  to  this  conclusion  because, 
if  the   effect  of  the  contract  really  is  to  give  the  plaintiff  the 
right  he  claims,  the  other  purchasers  who  have  purchased  on  the 
footing  of  the  sale  plan  will  have  purchased  with  notice  of  the 
plaintiff's  contract,  and  are  as  much  liable  to  the  purchaser  as 
the  vendor  himself,  if  he  had  remained  owner  of  the  other  lots ; 
for,  in  point  of  fact,  they  all  purchased  upon  the  same  footing, 
and  with  full  notice  of  the  stipulations." 

With  regard  to  this  case,  it  should  be  noted  that  tlie  Yice- 
Chancellor  did  not  decide  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
the  easement  which  he  desired  to  have.  On  the  contrary,  it 
would  seem  to  have  been  his  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  such  an  easement  as  against  the  vendor;  and  that 
the  purchaser  of  lot  4,  although  he  had  obtained  his  conveyance 
without  any  legal  reservation  to  the  vendor  or  to  the  plaintiff, 
had  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  rights  and  would  be  bound  in  equity. 
The  plaintiff,  therefore,  on  taking  his  conveyance,  would  have  an 
equitable  right  to  the  easement  in  question,  and  had  no  claim  to 
compensation  (o). 

In  Rumell  v.  Harford  {jp)y  the  defendant  had  sold  two  pro-  Rmteiiy. 
perties  at  the  same  auction.  Property  A.  was  bought  by  the  ^^^f^^^- 
plaintiff,  the  tenant  in  possession ;  property  B.  by  one  Mackrell, 
the  tenant  of  that  property.  During  the  unity  of  ownership, 
property  B.  had  been  supplied  with  water  by  means  of  a  pipe 
communicating  with  a  well  on  property  A.  The  defendant 
claimed  to  insert,  in  the  conveyance  of  property  A.  to  the 
plaintiff,  an  express  reservation  of  the  flow  of  water  through  this 
pipe  and  the  right  to  enter  and  repair  it;  relying  on  a  condition 


(/t)  Or  rather  if  the  natural  right  to 
the  flow  of  water  is  not  restricted  bj 
an  easement  attached  to  the  adjoining 
property  :  see  below,  Part  III.  Chap.  I. 

(o)  The  Vice- Chancellor  did  indeed 
express  an  opinion  that  it  would  be 
extravag^ant  to  suppose  that,  when  the 
Tendor  sold  the  property,  he  intended 


that  the  purchaser  of  lot  1  should  have 
power  to  enter  upon  the  other  property 
and  pump  water  for  himRolf.  But  this 
opinion  appears  to  be  difficult  to  re- 
concUe  with  some  early  cases,  or  with 
the  course  of  the  judgment  in  Polden  v. 
Baitard  (above,  p.  125). 

[p)  (1866),  L.  R.  2Eq.  507. 
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Gontmnons 

and  apparent 

easements. 

Simultaneous 
oonveyances. 


Implication 
of  a  grant  is 
subject  to 
the  contract 
and  surround' 
ing  ciroum- 
htances. 


[of  Bale,  which  provided  that  eaoh  lot  was  sold  subject  to  all 
rights  of  way  and  water  and  other  easements  subsisting  thereon. 

The  defendant's  contention  was  negatived  by  V.-C.  Kindersley, 
who  was  of  opinion  that  the  condition  referred,  not  to  any  rights 
which  were  to  subsist  between  the  purchasers  of  the  several  lots, 
but  to  rights  belonging  to  third  persons.  He  might  perhaps  have 
added  that  the  reservation  was  unnecessary,  as,  the  sale  being 
contemporaneous,  the  right  would  pass  to  Mackrell  without 
express  reservation. 

The  implication  applies  to  devises  by  will  as  well  as  to  con- 
temporaneous grants  by  deed  (q). 

The  case  of  Sicamborough  v.  Coventry ^  referred  to  above  (r), 
illustrates  the  further  point  that  the  implied  grant  may  be 
negatived  or  modified  either  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  or 
conveyance  («),  or  by  reference  to  the  circumstances  existing  at 
the  date  of  the  grant. 

The  maxim  that  a  grantor  shall  not  derogate  does  not  entitle  a 
grantee  of  a  house  to  claim  an  easement  of  light  to  an  extent 
inconsistent  with  the  intention  to  be  implied  from  the  circumstances 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  grant  and  known  to  the  grantee  (t). 

"  You  axe  also  entitled  to  inquire  into  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances which  are  relevant  to  such  a  question — the  circumstances 
affecting  the  two  pieces  of  land.  In  order  that  the  circumstances 
may  be  relevant  they  must,  in  my  opinion,  have  been  known  to 
both  the  parties.  But  if  they  are  known  to  both,  those  circum- 
stances must  also  be  considered  in  order  to  see  whether  there  is  or 
is  not  an  implied  grant  of  the  right  to  light  over  the  adjacent 
land"(M). 

In  Sicansborough  v.  Coventry  the  implication  was  held  not  to  be 
affected  (except  as  regards  the  ground-floor  windows)  by  the  fact 
that  the  land  conveyed  was  described  in  the  conveyance  as  bounded 
by  "building  land";  and  Brootnfield  v.  Williams  {x)  and  Pollard 
V.  Gare  {y)  are  to  the  like  effect. 


{q)  Phiilipi  ▼.  Low,  [1892]  I  Ch.  47  ; 
and  cf.  Miltitr^  Safe  Co,,  ttd.  v.  Great 
Northern  and  City  Rail  Co,,  [1907]  1  Ch. 
208  ;  and  NieholU  v.  NieholU  (1900),  81 
L.  T.  811  (both  cases  of  right  of  way). 
Dist.  TaweY.KnowUi,  [1891]  2  Q.B.  664. 

(r)  Page  130. 

[»)  Salaman  ▼.  Glover  (1875),  L.  R.  20 
Eq.  444 ;  cf.  Haynee  v.  iTwy,  [1693]  3 
Ch.  439. 


{t)  JBirmiHffham,  Dudley,  and  Dittriet 
Banking  Co.  v.  Hoaa  (1888),  38  Ch.  Div. 
296. 

(tt)  QuiekeT.  Chapman,  [1903]  1  Ch. 
659,  per  Homer,  L.  J.,  at  p.  671 ;  and 
see  Burrows  V.  Lang,  [1901]  2  Ch.  602; 
Godwin  v.  Sehueppts,  Ltd.,  1 1902]  1  Ch. 
926. 

(x)  [1897]  1  Ch.  602. 

(f/)  [1901J  1  Ch.  834. 
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[But  in  Murchie  v.  Black  (s),  land  was  put  up  for  salo  in  lots,    Contmnoiui 

L  ^  ' '  r  r  ^  y    nu^  apparent 

upon  condition  that  the  purchaser  of  each  lot  should  build  on  it     easements. 

according  to  a  specified  elevation.     The  plaintiff  purchased  one    implication 

lot,  on   which  stood  a  wall,  the   defendant  the   adjoining  lot.   ^/^^oi^^t 

Before  the  lots  were  conveyod,  the  defendant,  in  excavating  the  j^urchie  r. 

land  bought  by  him  in  order  to  build  according  to  the  conditions,  ^^^^'* 

deprived  the  wall  of  its  lateral  support,  and  it  fell;  but,  upon 

action  brought,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiflE  had  no  remedy. 

"  If,"  said  Erie,  C.  J.,  "  there  had  been  a  simple  conveyance  to 

the  defendant  of  lot  6,  lot  7  would  have  been  entitled  to  support 

as  well  at  law  as  in  equity,  according  to  the  series  of  authorities 

cited  by  Mr.  James.     But  the  question  is,  whether  there  is  not 

in  the  conveyance  of  1860  that  which  justifies  what  otherwise 

would  have  been  an  actionable  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

If  the  defendant  had  simply  dug  so  near  the  plaintifiF's  land  as  to 

deprive  it  of  the  lateral  support  it  was  entitled  to,  he  would,  no 

doubt,  have  been  liable  to  an  action.     But  here  the  vendor,  being 

the  owner  of  both  lots,  sells  lot  6  to  the  defendant ;  and  according 

to  the  terms  of  the  contract  by  which  it  is  conveyed  to  him,  he 

makes  it  obUgatory  on  him  to  do,  or  at  all  events  within  the  pro- 

visions  of  that  contract  he  was  only  doing  his  duty  to  his  vendor 

when  he  did,  the  act  which  brought  down  the  plaintiff's  house." 

It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  had  added  to  his  wall ;  but  the  case 
found  that,  even  if  he  had  not  done  so,  the  defendant's  excavations 
would  have  brought  it  down.  Some  of  the  judges,  however, 
founded  their  decision  on  this  fact  (a). 

In  Bigbt/  V.  Bennett  (b)  the  same  principle  was  appealed  to ;  Jiigh  ▼• 
but  the  circumstances  were  different.  In  July,  1868,  property  *'*'*^'' 
was  put  up  for  sale  by  auction  in  lots,  under  conditions  which 
bound  each  purchaser  to  build  on  the  property  purchased  by  him 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  vendors.  None  of  the  lots  were  knocked 
down  at  the  auction ;  but  the  plaintiff  shortly  afterwards  agreed 
to  purchase  one  lot  under  the  auction  conditions,  and  proceeded  to 
erect  a  building  upon  it.  The  foundation  of  his  building  was  not 
carried  to  the  stipulated  depth ;  but  this  variation  was  made  with 
the  consent  of  the  vendors.  In  August,  1869,  the  plaintiff's  house 
having  been  already  carried  up  to  the  joists  of  the  first  floor,  the 


{z)  (1865),  19  n.  B.,  N.  8.  190.  dominant  tenement." 

(a)  eee  Part  V.  Chap.  IV.,  **Extin-  [b)  (1882),  L.  R.  21  Ch.  Div.  659. 

giu^ment  of  easement  by  alteration  of 
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Continuous  [defendant  agreed  to  buy  the  adjoining  lot,  also  under  the  con- 

eaaements.  ditions  prescribed  at  the  auction.     In  October,  1869,  the  plaintiff, 

Implication  having  almost  completed  his  building,  took  a  conveyance  (which, 

is  subject  to  under  the  conditions,  took  the  form  of  a  lease)  of  his  lot.     The 

the  contract.  ,  ,  .  _  '  , 

defendant  obtained  his  lease  in  October,  1872,  but  did  not  com- 
mence building  until  1881.  The  defendant's  operations  having 
endangered  the  foundations  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  the  action  was 
brought  to  have  it  determined  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  support,  and  who  was  liable  to  pay  for  the  necessary  under- 
pinning. It  was  held  by  Bristowe,  V.-C,  that  the  defendant  was 
liable,  and  his  decision  wa43  affirmed  on  appeal.  The  Court  de- 
clined to  treat  the  contracts  as  simultaneous,  the  interval  of 
thirteen  months  being  too  great  to  permit  of  it.  It  followed, 
therefore,  that  the  general  rule  applied,  and  the  plaintiff  was,  by 
virtue  of  his  contract  and  lease,  entitled  to  support.  It  was  not 
expressly  decided  what  amount  of  support  he  could  claim. 

It  may  be  noted  that  Jessel,  M.  R.,  hinted  that,  if  a  house  and 
land  were  sold  together,  and  the  land  were  sold  for  buUding,  the 
general  rule  might  not  apply ;  and  that  Cotton,  L.  J.,  declined  to 
consider  "what  would  be  the  consequence  if  the  grantee  knew 
that  the  grantor  intended  to  use  the  adjoining  land  for  a  particular 
purpose  and  the  right  claimed  by  the  grantee  was  inconsistent 
with  that  purpose." 
Birmingham  In  Birmingham,  Dmllei/y  and  District  Banking  Co,  v.  i?08«(c), 
^osf"^^  ^  ^^®  point  so  reserved  came  up  for  decision.  There,  the  Corpora- 
tion of  Birmingham  had  made  a  scheme  for  the  improvement 
of  an  unhealthy  area  within  the  borough ;  and  the  maps  accom- 
panying the  scheme  showed  some  intended  new  streets.  One 
Daniell  agreed  to  take  a  lease  of  a  piece  of  land  comprised  in  the 
scheme,  and  abutting  on  one  side  on  a  new  street  to  be  called 
.  "Warwick  Passage,  and  to  build  upon  the  land.  Daniell  knew 
that  the  Corporation  intended  to  build  on  the  ground  on  the  other 
side  of  Warwick  Passage ;  and  it  was  stipulated  in  the  agreement 
that  the  passage  should  be  twenty  feet  in  width.  Daniell  built 
and  took  his  lease  of  the  land  and  the  new  buildings  thereon, 
lights  not  being  mentioned  in  the  lease,  and  subsequently  assigned 
the  lease  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant,  by  agreement  with  the 
Corporation,  erected  on  the  other  side  of  Warwick  Passage  a 
building  which  obstructed  the  plaintiffs'  lights,  and  it  was  held 


(c)  (1888),  L.  R.  38  Ch.  Div.  295. 
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[that  he  was  entitled  to  do  so.  Daniell  knew  that  the  Corporation  Continuous 
intended  to  huild  on  the  other  side  of  the  passage,  and  bargained  easements, 
for  and  obtained  special  protection  against  obstruction  by  means    implication^ 

of  the  stipulation  as  to  the  width  of  the  passage ;  and  it  was  held  ^^'^^^^^^ 
that  he  was  entitled  to  no  more. 

In  Myen  v.  Catterson  (rf)>  a  railway  company  had  sold  a  house  My^ny. 
with  lights,  and  the  conveyance  recited  that  the  adjoining  land  ^^^*^- 
belonging  to  the  company  would  be  required  for  the  construction 
of  their  railway.  It  was  assumed  that  the  company  could  build 
on  such  adjoining  land  for  the  purpose  of  such  construction  ;  but 
it  was  decided  that  they  could  not  for  any  other  purpose  build  so 
as  to  obstruct  the  lights. 

It  would  seem  that  the  onus  of  showing  the  state  of  the  Onus  of  proof, 
tenements  at  the  date  of  severance  is  on  the  party  claiming  the 
easement.  For,  even  when  an  "  apparent  sign "  of  dependence 
and  a  previous  unity  of  possession  were  shown,  the  Court  declined 
to  presume  that  the  '^ apparent  sign"  had  its  origin  during  the 
unity  (<?).] 

(b.)  Implied  Grant  of  Ways. 

Where  the  easement  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  have  no  separate  Easements 
and  distinct  existence  during  the  unity  of  ownership,  then,  upon  ^^^^t  and 
the  severance,  no  grant  will  be  implied.     The  doctrine  of  implied  oontinuous. 
grant,  like  the  destination  du  pere  de  famille,  confers  a  title  only 
to  easements  which  are  apparent  and  continuous  (/). 

"It  is  obvious,"  says  Pardessus,  "that  this  disposition  (^tat 
des  lieux),  which,  from  a  simple  destination  du  p^re  de  famille, 
thus  changes  itself  into  a  servitude,  must  not  be  a  momentary 
change  for  the  sake  of  some  temporary  convenience ;  it  is  scarcely 
possible  to  suppose,  in  the  absence  of  express  agreement,  that  a 
party  would  have  desired  to  preserve  a  right  which  served  only 
for  purposes  purely  personal,  or  mere  pleasure.  The  parties  are 
presumed  to  have  been  desirous  of  preserving  those  servitudes 
only  which  are  evidently  necessary  "  {g). 

[And  that  the  doctrine  is  confined  to  easements  which  are  in 


(i)  (1889),  L.  R.  43  C5h.  Div.  473 ;  cf.       Ch.  D.  261. 
W^  T.    Queen^.  Club,  [1891]  3  Ch.  ^^^  Code  CivU,  arts.  692,  694. 

(«)  Mcedy  y.  SteffplM  (1879),  L.  B.  12  (y)  Pardessus,  ubi  supra. 
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^"Sf^TTOys*^*  [some  sonso  "  apparent  and  continuous  "  is  evident  from  the  judg- 


MeaniDg  of 

"oon- 

tlnaoos." 


Mr.  WiUea' 
opinion. 


ments  in  all  the  prinoipal  authorities  (h). 

Taken  literally,  this  phrase  would  exclude  altogether  from  the 
rule  of  implied  grants  the  easement  of  a  way.  A  way  is  not  in 
the  ordinary  sense  a  continuous  easement.  But,  when  the  cases 
referred  to  are  examined,  it  seems  possible  to  understand  the 
word  "  continuous  "  to  refer  in  this  connection,  not  to  continuity 
of  enjoyment,  but  to  permanence  in  the  adaptation  of  the 
tenement;  and,  so  understood,  the  rule  becomes  both  more 
in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  non-derogation  and  qualified 
necessity  by  which  it  is  generally  explained  (i),  and  more  easy  to 
reconcile  with  all  the  authorities,  including  those  now  to  be 
quoted. 

"The  judgment  of  Bramwell,  B.,"  wrote  Mr.  "Willes,  "in 
Giave  V.  Hardwg  (Ar),  explains  the  principle  upon  which  it  is  to  be 
determined  whether  the  doctrine  discussed  in  this  section  of  the 
text  applies  to  any  particular  case.  He  said,  *With  regard  to 
the  right  of  way  ....  the  plaintiff's  title  was  derived  from  the 
lease ;  and,  unless  the  lease  granted  the  right  of  way,  it  did  not 
exist.  It  did  not  grant  the  right  in  terms ;  and  the  only  way  in 
which  it  could  grant  it  was,  that  the  condition  of  the  premises  at 
the  time  the  lease  was  granted  showed  that  it  was  intended  that 
the  right  of  way  should  be  exercised,  upon  the  principle  of  law 
that,  by  the  devolution  of  two  tenements  originally  held  in  one 
ownership,  a  right  of  way  to  a  particular  close  or  gate  would, 
as  an  apparent  and  continuous  easement,  pass  to  the  owner  and 
occupier  of  both  of  them.  But  I  think  that  the  way  in  question 
was  not  a  continuous  and  apparent  easement  within  the  principle 
of  law ;  and,  therefore,  I  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  the  right  of  way  alleged  in  this  case.  I  found  my 
opinion  upon  the  condition  of  the  premises  at  the  time  the  lease 
was  granted,  ....  there  being  then  only  excavations  for 
foundations,  with  openings  which  were  wholly  of  an  uncertain 
character  and  would  have  been  equally  appropriate  for  a  door,  a 


{k)  Worthington  v.  Gimton  (1860),  2 
E.  &  E.  618;  Jamet  ▼.  Plant  (1836),  4 
A.  &  E.  749  :  43  R.  R.  465 ;  Pearton  v. 
Spencer  (1862),  3  B.  &  S.  761 :  Bolton 
V.  Bolton  (1879),  L.  R.  11  Ch.  D.  968  ; 
Polden  T.  Bastard  (1865),  L.  R.  1  Q.  B. 


156 ;  JThseldon  y.  Burrows  (1878),  L.  R. 
12  Oh.  Div.  31 ;  cf.  Daniel  y.  Anderson 
(1862),  31  L.  J.  Ch.  610. 

(t)  Aboye,  pp.  112,  114. 

{k)  (1858),  27  L.  J.  Exch.  292. 
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[window,  or  any  other  of  the  purposes  to  which  suoh  an  opening  ImpUed  grant 
might  possibly  be  applied '  (/). ^^ 

"  The  reasoning  of  the  learned  Baron  may  seem  to  be  incon-  opinion, 
sistent  with  the  authorities  already  referred  to  (»i),  which  confirm 
the  opinions  expressed  by  the  author  in  the  second  edition  of  this 
work,  that  upon  the  severance  of  a  tenement  there  is  no  implied 
grant  of  suoh  easements  as  ordinaiy  ways.  But  the  inconsistency 
is  only  apparent,  it  being  obvious  that  there  are  some  cases 
of  ways  where  the  necessary  and  permanent  dependence  of  a  house 
upon  an  adjoining  tenement  is  exhibited  by  some  permanent  sign, 
i.e*.,  *part  of  the  structure,'  for  the  enjoyment  of  which  a  way  is 
necessary;  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  two  adjoining  houses, 
where  the  coal  shoot  used  for  filling  the  cellar  of  one  opens  in  the 
yard  of  the  other;  or  in  the  case  of  two  adjoining  houses 
standing  in  a  garden,  the  hall  doors  of  the  houses  opening  into 
the  garden,  and  there  being  ways  from  the  hall  doors  to  the  high 
road.  If  in  the  first  case  the  owner  conveys  one  house  to  a  pur- 
chaser, or  if  in  the  latter  case  the  owner  of  the  houses  and  garden 
conveys  one  house  to  a  purchaser,  it  is  presumed  that  he  could  not 
in  the  first  case  prevent  the  purchaser  from  filling  his  cellar  through 
the  shoot,  nor  in  the  second  from  getting  into  the  highway  from 
his  hall  door  through  the  garden,  because  in  the  first  the  coals 
might  be  brought  through  the  door,  or  in  the  second  because  there 
happened  to  be  a  back  entrance  through  a  stable  yard  from  a  mews 
in  the  rear,  so  as  to  prevent  a  way  of  absolute  necessity  from  being 
set  up  through  the  garden. 

"  Even  in  the  case  of  drains,  referred  to  in  the  authorities  already 
cited,  the  easement  is  not  strictly  ^  continuous  : '  the  drain  is  not 
always  flowing,  but  there  is  a  necessary  and  permanent  dependence 
of  the  house  upon  it  for  its  enjoyment  as  a  house,  in  the  state  in 
which  it  is  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance.  Nor  is  any  distinction 
drawn  between  drains  arising  by  the  act  of  man,  and  those  from 
natural  causes,  as  rain  water. 

"  In  the  case  of  a  landlocked  house  there  is  an  absolute  necessity 
for  a  right  of  way  to  it.     In  such  cases  as  Pf/er  v.  Carter  («)  there 


(/)  In  the  same  case,  PoUock,  G.  B.,  way,  as  part  of  its  constmotion ;  "  but 

expressed  his  opiniun  that,  "if  a  man  intimated  that  the  Court  was  not  quite 

builds  a  house,  and  there  is  a:tualljr  a  agreed  upon  this  principle. 

^^  ^:  "L^^li^^i^  A°^J!"''il~'^^  ('«)  ^boTe,  p.  138,  note  (A), 

mtended  to  be  used,  by  the  occupiers  of  ^   '             '  *^         *          ^  ' 

the  house,  the  mere  lease  of  the  house  (n)  (1857),  1   H.  &  N.   916 ;  below, 

would  carry  with  it  the  right  to  use  the  p.  158. 
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Implied  grant  [fg  not  an  absolute  necessity,  for  the  plaintiff  might  have  made  a 

■ ^ —  drain  though  his  own  land  for  a  mere  trifle. 

opinion.  "  Richards  v.  Hose  (o)  was  treated  as  a  case  of  absolute  necessity. 

"  Worthington  \.  Gim8on{p)yyras  a  case  where  there  were  two 
roads  to  a  market  town  from  a  farm,  the  only  difference  being  that 
one  was  shorter  than  the  other.  A  claim  of  a  right  of  way  into 
the  shorter  was  set  up,  on  the  ground  that  the  existence  of  a  cart 
way  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  indicating  that  the  shorter  way 
had  been  used  before  the  conveyance  of  the  farm,  together  with  the 
fact  of  the  user,  were  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within  the  rule. 
The  distinction  between  such  a  ca8e,-^where  the  farm  might  be 
perfectly  well  enjoyed  as  a  farm  with  either  road,  and  that  (which 
has  been  put)  of  the  house  where  the  use  of  a  way  from  the  front 
door  to  a  highway,  though  not  absolutely  necessary  (as  in  the  case 
of  a  landlocked  tenement),  is  necessary  in  order  that  the  house  may 
be  enjoyed  in  the  ordinary  manner  as  a  dwelling-house  at  all, — is 
obvious.  But,  in  truth,  the  point  was  not  raised,  because  the 
question  of  necessity  was  not  left  to  the  jury,  doubtless  for  want  of 
evidence  upon  it. 

"  Pheysey  v.  Vicafy  (q),  was  a  peculiar  case,  which  was  ultimately 
compromised  upon  terms,  nor  was  the  question  of  necessity  ever  left 
to  the*  jury.  If  it  had  been,  the  Court  would  have  had  an 
opportunity  of  dissenting  from  Hinchcliffe  v.  Earl  of  Kinnoul  (r). 

"  There  appear  to  be  two  classes  of  cases. 

"1.  Where  there  is  no  absolute  necessity  for  the  right  claimed, 
but  where  the  tenement  is  so  constructed  as  that  parts  of  it  involve 
a  necessary  dependence,  in  order  to  its  enjoyment  in  the  state  it  is  in 
when  sold,  upon  the  adjoining  tenement. 

"  2.  Where  there  is  an  absolute  necessity,  as  in  the  case  of  a  land- 
locked tenement,  or  in  such  cases  as  Richards  v.  Rose,  where  the 
houses  could  not  exist  as  houses  at  all  without  mutual  support. 

"  The  first  class  of  cases  are  those  which  the  author  describes 
under  the  head  of  disposition  of  owner  of  two  tenements  ;  and  it  is 
a  question  of  fjwt  for  a  jury  to  say  whether  the  easement  claimed 
is  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  house,  or  any  part  of  it. 

^*  It  seems  that  there  are  some  cases  of  ways  which  would  fall 
within  the  first  class,  namely,  ways  which  are  essential  to  the  enjoy- 


(o)  (1853),  9  Exdb.  218.  R.  R.  583  ;  below,  p.  146. 

^  W  (I860),  2  K  *  E.  618  ;  l«low.  ^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^  ^^^  ^  ^^  ^  ^^  ^  ^ 

(q)   (1847),    16    M.   &    W.   484;    73       579 ;  below,  p.  143. 
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[ment  and  use  of  those  things  which  are  the  subject  of  the  grant,  as  Implied  gnmt 
in  the  case  put  of  the  coal  shoot  and  hall  door.     The  judirment  of '- — 

TUT       \Xr'\^AM*f 

the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  HinchcUffe  v.  Earl  of  Kinnoul  (s)  is  JpinionT 
conclusive  upon  this  point.  It  is  obvious  that  a  hall  door  is  as 
necessary  to  the  convenient  enjoyment  of  a  dwelling-house  for 
entrance  by  the  hall,  as  a  coal  shoot  for  putting  coals  into  the 
cellar,  and  that  neither  are  the  less  so  because  persons  may  get  into 
the  house  through  a  stable  and  kitchen,  or  may  bring  their  coals  in 
through  the  doors  or  windows ;  and  as,  in  HinchcUffe  v.  Earl  of 
Kinnoul^  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  a  right  of  way  to  the  coal 
shoot  would  be  implied,  the  jury  having  found  that  a  right  of  way 
to  it  was  necessary,  so  it  should  seem  that  it  would  also  have  held 
that  it  would  be  implied  to  the  hall  door  in  the  case  suggested 
above. 

"  The  judgment  in  HinchcUffe  v.  Earl  of  Kinnoul  establishes, 
that,  upon  the  conveyance  of  a  house  '  consisting  of  certain  parts,' 
easements  necessary  to  the  use  of  those  parts,  as  they  actually 
stood  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  pass  by  implied  grant  without 
reference  to  the  question  of  absolute  necessity,  in  the  sense  that 
the  person  to  whom  the  house  is  conveyed  might  possibly  be 
able  so  to  alter  the  construction  of  the  house  as  to  be  able  to 
dispense  with  those  easements ;  and,  as  it  has  been  already  pointed 
out,  the  same  question  was  never  really  raised  either  in  Pheysey  v. 
Vicaryj  or  Worthington  v.  Gimsony 

The  above  observations  were  to  some  extent  new  when  they  The  cases  to 
were  advanced  in  a  former  edition  of  this  work ;  and,  although  ^  coa»dered. 
their  importance  is  somewhat  lessened  by  the  new  statutory  im- 
portation into  every  conveyance  of  a  grant  of  ways  "  occupied  or 
enjoyed '^  with  the  tenement  granted  (^),  it  is  still  worth  while  to 
collect  all  the  cases  bearing  upon  the  point,  and  to  consider  how 
far  the  observations  in  question  are  supported  by  authority.] 

In  11  H.  4,  5,  pi.  12,  Hankford,  J.  demanded  of  HuLb:  "If  a  Year-book. 
man  has  a  way  appendant  to  his  frank  tenement  to  go  over  the  land 
of  another,  if  he  purchases  the  land  in  which  he  has  the  way,  and 
afterwards  the  same  land  in  which  he  had  the  way  passes  into 
strange  hands,  if  he  shall  still  have  the  way  or  not  P  "  Huls  says : 
**  He  shall  have  it  and  use  it,  for  that  a  way  is  more  necessary  to  a 
man  than  any  other  appendant ;  but,  if  it  had  been  common  appen- 
dant, it  would  have  been  extinct  in  perpetuum."    Hankford,  J. : 


(a)  See  note  (r)  previous  page.  {t)  AboTe,  p.  83. 
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ImpUed  grant  "  In  this  regard  I  don't  see  any  diversity,  for  without  having  pasture 

—  for  any  beasts  my  land  cannot  be  (gayne) ;  so  one  is  as  necessary 

as  the  other."  Culpepper :  "  The  unity  of  possession  in  the  one 
case,  as  well  as  the  other,  extinguishes  everything."  Hankford,  J. : 
"  A  man  cannot  have  appendancy  in  his  own  soil ;  and  when  he 
purchases  the  land  in  which  he  has  the  way,  the  way  is  no  longer 
appendant,  for  he  may  make  what  ways  he  pleases  in  his  own  soil, 
though  he  had  not  any  there  before,  by  reason  of  the  property 
which  he  has  in  the  soil,  by  which  the  appendancy  is  extinct ;  and 
if  the  appendancy  be  extinct,  and  the  appendancy  is  the  reason  of 
the  title,  ergo  the  way  is  gone  for  ever." 
AforruY.  [In  Morris  v.  Edgington  (m),  the  tenant  of  a  public-house  sued 
fftftffton.  j^g  landlord  for  obstructing  a  way  demised  by  the  lease.  The 
greater  part  of  the  premises  demised  lay  on  the  west  side  of  a  gate- 
way ;  but  they  also  comprised  a  tap-room  to  the  east  of  the  same 
gateway.  When  the  gate  was  shut,  the  tap-room  might  be 
approached  by  entering  the  oofPee-room  in  the  western  pai-t  of  the 
premises,  and  passing  out  and  across  the  gateway  to  the  eastern 
side.  But  the  obvious  and  usual  approach  to  the  tap-room  from 
the  street  was  through  the  open  gateway,  upon  entering  which  the 
door  of  the  tap-room  was  seen  on  the  eastern  side  of  it,  with  a 
finger-board  pointing  and  directing,  "To  the  tap-room."  The 
lease  to  the  plaintiff,  which  included  the  tap-room,  gave  the  lessee 
a  right  of  way  through  the  lessor's  yard  lying  beyond  the  gateway 
to  some  cellars  lying  at  the  back,  but  no  express  right  of  way  to 
the  tap-room ;  and  the  gateway  and  yard  were  expressly  reserved 
to  the  lessor. 

The  lessor  having  shut  the  gates  at  nightfall  for  the  protection 
of  the  cows  in  the  yard,  and  thus  deprived  the  lessee  of  some  of 
his  custom,  this  action  was  brought.  The  plaintiff  obtained  a 
verdict,  and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  refused  to  set  it  aside. 

'*  I  say  nothing,"  said  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  "  of  what  is  a  way  of 
necessity ;  I  know  not  how  it  has  been  expounded.  But  it  would 
not  be  a  great  stretch  to  call  that  a  necessary  way  without  which 
the  most  convenient  and  reasonable  mode  of  enjoying  the  premises 
could  not  be  had.  Then  what  are  the  circumstances  of  this  case  P 
First,  it  is  much  more  convenient  for  anyone  to  go  to  the  tap-room 
through  the  gateway  than  through  the  coffee-room.  And  it  is 
much  more  convenient  to  carry  out  beer  through  the  gateway  than 

(«)  (1810),  3  Taunt.  24 ;  12  R.  R.  679. 
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[through  the  coffee-room.     Can  it  then  be  doubted  than  the  intent  Impliad  grant 
"waa  to  giye  the  same  use  of  the  way  over  the  gateway  as  the  lessor  —    ^  ^'' — 
before  used  to  have?    ....    The  argument  founded  on  the  ^^il^/^. 
expression  of  the  special  right  of  way  goes  too  far;   for,  if  it 
deprives  the  plaintiff  of  this  way,  it  deprives  him  of  all  ways  to 
the  tap-room."    The  argument  founded  on  the  reservation  of  the 
gateway  was  disposed  of  by  Lawrence,  J.,  on  the  same  ground. 

This  case  is  not  conclusive  on  the  point,  as  it  is  sufficiently 
supported  by  the  principle  that,  some  way  being  necessary,  the 
most  usual  and  convenient  should  be  taken.  But  the  dictum  of 
Sir  J.  Mansfield  is  of  great  importance. 

In  HinchcKfe  v.  Earl  of  Kinnoul{v)  it  appeared  that  in  the  year  HineheUffe  ▼. 
1819  Earl  Grosvenor,  who  was  entitled,  in  reversion  expectant  on  "^^^i 
a  ground  lease  expiring  in  1824,  to  a  messuage  and  an  adjoining 
passage,  demised  the  messuage  to  the  plaintiff  (who  was  then  in 
possession  as  under-lessee)  for  a  term  to  commence  on  the  expira- 
tion of  the  ground  lease.  Shortly  afterwards,  namely,  in  1822, 
£arl  Ghrosvenor  demised  the  passage  to  Viscount  Hampden  (who 
was  also  in  possession  under  the  ground  lease)  for  a  term  to  com- 
mence on  or  about  the  expiration  of  the  ground  lease.  It  appeared 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  lease  of  1819,  the  plaintiff's 
messuage  included  a  coal  shoot  or  coal  hole  opening  into  the 
passage,  a  water-pipe  under  the  passage,  and  two  other  pipes 
ranniDg  down  the  wall  of  the  house  over  the  passage — all  which, 
according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  were  necessary  for  the  con- 
venient and  beneficial  use  and  occupation  of  the  messuage.  The 
occupiers  of  the  messuage  had  long  used  the  passage  for  filling 
their  coal  cellar ;  and  the  jury  expressly  stated  that  the  coal  shoot 
could  not  be  used,  and  the  needful  repairs  to  the  pipes  could  not 
be  done,  without  passing  and  repassing  over  the  passage.  The 
plaintiff's  lease  described  the  messuage  as  abutting  on  the 
passage  (ar),  and  contained  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  repair  the 
messuage  and  cleanse  the  pipes. 

Upon  these  facts,  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled,  by  the  legal  operation  of  the  lease,  to  a 
right  of  way  over  the  passage  for  the  purpose  of  using  the  coal 
shoot  and  cleansing  and  repairing  the  pipes.  "  We  are  of 
opinion,"  said  Tindal,  C.  J.,  "  that,  upon  the  facts  found  in  the 
special  verdict,  such  right  (the  right  of  way)  did  pass  as  a  neces- 


(r)  (1838),  5  Bmg.  N.  C.  1 ;  50  B.  R.  (x)  This  faot  waa  not  adverted  to  in 

579.  the  judgment ;  but  see  above,  p.  112. 
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In^pji^gp^*  [sary  incident  to  the  subject-matter  actually  demised,  although  not 
specially  named  in  the  lease.     The  rule  laid  down  in  Plowden's 


of  ways. 


**Eariof^  Comm.  16  a.,  is  'that  by  the  grant  of  anything  conceditur  et  id 
EinmuL  gine  qua  res  ipsa  haberi  non  potest ;  as,  if  one  grant  his  trees,  the 
grantee  may  enter  upon  his  land  for  the  cutting  down  and  carrying 
them  away,'  for  which  the  authority  of  the  Tear-book,  2  Rich.  1?, 
is  cited.  And  again,  Twisden,  J.,  in  Pom/ret  v.  Ricroft  {i/)y  lays 
down  the  rule  of  law  to  be  '  where  the  use  of  a  thing  is  granted, 
every  thing  is  granted  by  which  the  grantee  may  have  and  eojoy 
such  use.  So,  if  a  man  gives  me  a  licence  to  lay  pipes  of  lead 
in  his  land  to  convey  water  to  my  cistern,  I  may  afterwards  enter 
and  dig  the  land  to  mend  the  pipes,  though  the  soil  belongs  to 
another  and  not  to  me.'  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  jury  have 
found  expressly  by  their  verdict  that  the  passing  and  repassing 
over  the  way  or  passage  is  not  merely  convenient  but  necessary 
*  for  the  use  of  the  coal  shoot  and  of  the  pipes,  and  for  the  repair- 
ing and  amending  the  same  and  the  side  or  wall  of  the  house ; '  to 
the  performance  of  which,  it  is  also  to  be  observed,  the  lessees  are 
expressly  bound  by  the  covenant  entered  into  by  them  with  the 
lessor  by  the  same  lease. 

''Since,  therefore,  as  it  appears  to  us,  the  right  in  question 
passed  to  the  lessees  under  the  reversionary  lease  of  1819,  as 
incidental  to  the  enjoyment  of  that  which  was  the  clear  and  mani- 
fest subject-matter  of  demise,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  question  argued  at  the  bar  before  us,  how  far  the  same  right 
might  or  not  pass  to  the  lessees  under  the  express  words  used  in 
the  lease  itself,  as  an  '  appurtenant  unto  the  said  piece  or  parcel 
of  ground,  messuage  or  tenement,  erections,  buildings,  and 
premises,  belonging  or  appertaining '  ?  There  are  strong  autho- 
rities in  the  law  books  to  show  these  words  capable  of  a  wider 
interpretation,  and  of  carrying  more  than  is  '  an  appurtenant '  iu 
the  strict  sense  of  that  word,  where  such  interpretation  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  give  that  word  some  operation ;  such  are  the  cases 
in  Moore's  Rep.  682  (s).  Archer  v.  Bennett  (a),  II\ll  v.  Grange  (b), 


{y)  (1669),  I  Saund.  322.  On  this 
priucipie  see  further  below,  Part  IV. 
Chap.  II. 

{z)  The  case  referred  to  is  Brown  t. 
Nieholif  and  is  reported  as  foUows  : — 
<*  Un  conduit  pur  le  porter  de  ewe  al  un 
meason  Yoit  passer  ove  le  meason  per  le 
parol  appurtenanti  et  Townor  foit  vener 
en  aut.  soile  a  ceo  mender,  mes  il  doit 


ceo  faire  en  convenient  temps;  et  ceo 
sans  special  prescription  ou  special 
g^nt. — Per  Curiam.''  This  seems  to 
be  like  Nicholas  v.  Chamberlain  (aboTe, 
p.  118),  and  no  authority  for  the  case  of 
away. 

(a)  (1676),  1  Lev.  131 ;  Sid.  211.  This 
is  a  case  of  parcels. 

{b)  Plowd.  Comm.  170.    The  passage 
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[**  and  others.    But  we  think  it  at  once  sufficient,  and  at  the  same  Implied  grrant 

time  setfer,  to  rely  upon  the  ground  on  which  we  have  already  -— — ^ — 

held  that  the  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  may  be  supported,  and      ^^ariof 
to  give  no  opinion  upon  this  second  point  (c).  KinmnL 

"  Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  ....  that,  if  the  words  of  the 
lease  will  admit  of  such  construction  {i.e.y  of  being  construed  as 
conferring  the  right  claimed),  it  was  the  apparent  intention  of 
the  parties  to  that  instnmient,  arising  from  the  state  and  circum- 
stances of  the  property  and  the  language  of  the  instrument  itself, 
that  they  should  be  so  construed." 

In  the  case  of  Pheysey  v.  Vicar y  {cl)y  there  were  two  houses,  con-  Phtyuy  v. 
tiguous  to  the  highway,  of  which  there  had  been  unity  of  owner-  ^^^' 
ship.  By  will,  the  owner  of  both  devised  one  to  the  plaintiff  and 
one  to  the  defendant,  each  with  ^'the  appurtenances  thereunto 
belonging."  During  the  unity,  and  at  the  time  of  the  severance, 
there  was  a  hard  carriage-drive  used  in  common,  and  continued 
in  front  of  the  defendant's  house  to  the  plaintiff's  front  door. 
The  plaintiff  had  another  entrance  at  the  back  of  his  house.  It 
was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that,  on  the  severance,  a  right 
existed  to  continue  to  have  the  way  which  had  been  used  during 
the  joint  ownership ;  for  it  was  an  easement  of  a  permanent 
nature,  '^  stamped  upon  the  land,"  and  as  apparent  as  a  right  of 
watercourse.  The  case  was  ultimately  compromised,  the  judges 
intimating  that  they  might  order  a  new  trial,  to  try  whether  the 
way  claimed  was  necessary  to  the  convenient  occupation  of  the 
plaintiff's  house.  In  the  course  of  the  argument,  Parke,  B., 
asked:  "Is  the  way  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  con- 
strued as  of  absolute  necessity  for  access  to  property  in  its  strict 
sense,  as  in  the  older  cases,  or  as  necessary  to  the  convenient 
enjoyment  of  his  dwelling-house  with  reference  to  its  condition 
at  the  time  the  testator  had  the  lease  of  it,  as  put  in  Morris  v. 
JEdgingtan  (e)  by  Sir  James  Mansfield,  who  says  *  it  would  not  be 
a  great  stretch  to  call  that  a  necessary  way  without  which  the 
most  convenient  and  reasonable  mode  of  enjoying  the  premiBCS 
could  not  be  had '  P  One  or  other  of  the  ways  then  in  question 
was  essential  to  the  use  of  the  house,  and  the  Court  ruled  that 

referred  to  appears  to  be  a  diflouBaion  of  sucoeasfullj  adranoed   at   the   present 

the  question  whether  land  can  be  pro-  day ;  above,  p.  87. 

perl7  described  as  appurtenant  to  land.  [d )  (1847),  16  M.  &  W.  484  ;  73  R,  R. 

{e)  The  cases  cited  certainly  do  not  583. 

seem  to  support  the  argument  referred  {e)  (1810),  3  Taunt.  31 ;  12  R.  R.  679 ; 

to,  which  could  not,  it  is  conceived,  be  above,  p.  142. 
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Implied  grant 
of  ways. 

Fhey»ey  v. 
Vieary. 


Jamea  y. 
Plant, 


Worthington 
T.  Oimton. 


Feanon  v. 
Spencer. 


[the  most  convenient  of  these  was  that  way  of  necessity  to  which 
the  party  was  entitled.  That  decision  is  confirmed  in  Barlow  v. 
Rhodes  (/),  which  shows  that  the  way  asserted  in  Morris  v.  Edg- 
ington  might  he  so  asserted  as  a  way  of  necessity."  Alderson,  B. : 
"  Had  this  heen  not  a  dwelling-house,  but  a  field  used  for  tillage, 
the  w^ay  which  would  pass  must  be  such  as  would  enable  the  owner 
to  use  the  field  in  every  possible  way,  e.g.^  to  get  wagons,  &c.,  in. 
Then,  in  this  case  of  a  dwelling-house,  must  not  the  way  be  such 
as  would  enable  him  to  get  conveniently  to  every  part  of  it  ?  " 

The  decision  in  James  v.  Plant  (g)  turned  upon  a  grant  of 
ways  "  usually  held,  used,  occupied,  or  enjoyed,"  with  the  quasi- 
dominant  tenement.  The  case  was  decided  upon  demurrer ;  and 
it  does  not  appear  whether  there  was  any  "  visible  sign  "  of  the 
existence  of  the  way. 

In  Worthington  v.  Gimson  (A),  two  farms  had  belonged  to  two 
persons  as  joint  owners,  and  the  occupier  of  one  of  them  had  long 
used  a  way  over  the  other.  It  does  not  appear  whether  there  was 
a  hard  or  visible  track ;  but  the  way  had  been  regularly  used  for 
many  years.  It  was  held  that,  upon  a  partition  under  which  tlie 
farms  were  conveyed  to  separate  owners  in  severalty,  there  was 
no  implied  grant  of  the  right  to  use  the  way.  Crompton,  J.,  after 
quoting  with  approbation  the  author's  distinction  between  con- 
tinuous and  apparent  easements  on  the  one  side  and  ways  on  the 
other  (i),  continued:  "It  is  said  that  this  way  passed,  as  being 
an  apparent  and  continuous  easement.  There  may  be  a  class  of 
easements  of  that  kind,  such  as  the  use  of  drains  or  sewers,  the 
right  to  which  must  pass,  when  the  property  is  severed,  as  part 
of  the  necessary  enjoyment  of  the  severed  property.  But  this  way 
is  not  such  an  easement.  It  would  be  a  dangerous  innovation 
if  the  jury  were  allowed  to  be  asked  to  say,  from  the  nature  of  a 
road,  whether  the  parties  intended  the  right  of  using  it  to  pass." 

In  Pearson  v.  Spencer  {k),  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
claimed  under  the  same  devisor.  The  only  way  to  the  defendant's 
land  was  through  the  plaintiff's.  The  devise  to  the  defendant 
made  no  mention  of  ways;  but  there  was  a  road  through  the 
plaintiff's  land  which  the  devisor  had  used,  and  which  for  some 
distance  skirted  the  hedge  of  the  defendant's  land  until  it  came 


(/)  (1833),  3  Tyr.  280  ;  38  R.  R.  653. 
[y)  (1836),  4  A.  &  E.  749;  43  R.  R. 
465. 

(A)  (1860),  2  E.  &  E.  618 ;  29  L.  J., 


Q.  B. 116. 

(i)  Above,  p.  115. 

\k)  (1862),  1  B.  &  S.  571  ;  affirmed  in 
error,  3  B.  &  8.  761. 
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[to  a  gate ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  defendant  had  a  Implied  grant 

right  of  way  along  the  road  used  by  the  devisor,  or  only  up  to ^ 

the  point  where  it  joined  his  hedge.  The  Exchequer  Chamber  spencer! 
Fay,  "  We  sustain  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  on  the  con- 
struction and  effect  of  James  Pearson's  will,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  mode  in  which  the  premises  were  enjoyed  at  the  time  of 
the  will.  The  testator  had  a  unity  of  possession  of  all  this  pro- 
perty. He  intended  to  create  two  distinct  farms,  with  two  distinct 
dwelling-houses,  and  leave  one  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  to  the 
party  under  whom  the  defendant  claims.  The  way  claimed  by  the 
defendant  was  the  sole  approach  that  was  at  that  time  used  for 
the  house  and  farm  devised  to  him.  Then  the  devise  of  the  farm 
contained,  under  the  circumstances,  a  devise  of  way  to  it,  and  we 
think  the  way  in  question  passed  with  that  devise.  It  falls  under 
the  class  of  implied  grants  where  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  right 
claimed,  but  where  the  tenement  is  so  constructed  as  that  parts  of 
it  involve  a  necessary  d^endence,  in  order  to  its  enjoyment  in  the 
state  it  is  in  when  devised,  upon  the  adjoining  tenements.  These 
are  rights  which  are  implied,  and  we  think  that  the  farm  devised  to 
the  party  under  whom  the  defendant  claims  could  not  be  enjoyed 
without  dependence  on  the  plaintiff's  land  of  a  right  of  way  over 
it  in  the  customary  manner." 

In  Lavgley  v.  Hammond  {1)^  the  defendant,  having  taken  a  LangUyy, 
surrender  of  part  of  a  farmyard  adjoining  her  premises,  with  the 
appurtenances  "used  and  enjoyed"  with  the  part  surrendered,- 
claimed  the  right  to  use  a  road  running  through  the  remainder  of 
the  surrenderor's  property.  The  way  was  to  some  extent  defined, 
but  does  not  appear  to  have  been  hard  and  gravelled.  The  de- 
fendant's contention  was  negatived,  two  of  the  judges  deciding 
the  case  on  the  authority  of  Thomson  v.  Waterhw  (w).  But 
Bramwell,  B.,  gave  judgment  as  follows : — 

"  I  also  think  this  rule  must  be  discharged.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say,  and  I  do  not  understand  the  Master  of  the  EoUs  to  have 
decided,  that  a  right  of  way  could  not  pass  under  words  such  as 
those  here  used,  even  though  there  had  always  previously  been 
unity  of  ownei*ship  and  of  possession.  And  should  the  case  arise, 
I  should  wish  for  time  to  consider  before  I  assented  to  the  doc- 
trine supposed  to  have  been  laid  down.  Suppose  a  house  to  stand 
100  yards  from  a  highway,  and  to  be  approached  by  a  road 


(/)  (1868),  L.  B.  3  Ezch.  161.  [m)  See  above,  p.  92. 
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LznffUy  v. 


Implied  gnint  [running  along  the  side  of  a  field,  used  for  no  other  purpose,  but 
only  fenced  oflE  from  the  field,  which  I  assume  to  be  the  property 
of  the  owner  of  the  house.  I  should  wish  for  time  to  consider 
before  deciding  that  on  the  conveyance  of  the  house  the  right  to 
use  the  road,  not  being  a  way  of  necessity,  would  not  pass  under 
such  words  as  these.  The  ground  on  which  I  think  this  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged  is,  that  there  is  here  really  no  defined  road. 
It  is  said  that  it  is  hard  and  gravelled,  but  in  truth  as  soon  as  you 
turn  out  of  West  Street,  you  do  not  come  into  what  is  a  road  and 
nothing  else,  kept  for  no  other  purpose,  but  into  a  rick-yard,  where 
the  occupier  could,  and  no  doubt  did,  go  in  any  particular  direction 
he  desired.  But  this  is  not  a  way  of  such  a  definite  kind  as  will 
pass  under  general  words ;  it  is  no  more  a  way  (if  I  may  use  the 
illustration)  than  the  short  cut  a  man  may  take  across  his  room 
from  the  piano  to  the  fireplace  is  &way.  In  one  sense,  no  doubt, 
it  is  a  way  which  he  may  use,  but  he  only  uses  it  equally  with 
ways  in  other  directions,  by  virtue  of  his  rights  of  possession,  not 
because  there  is  any  road  made  there,  but  because  it  is  the  shortest 
cut  to  the  place  he  wishes  to  get  to." 

In  Watts  V.  Kelson  («),  Lord  Justice  Mellish,  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  made  the  following  observation :  "  When  a  man 
walks  over  his  own  land  in  a  particular  direction,  he  is  not  using 
anything ;  he  is  merely  going  where  he  pleases  on  his  own  pro- 
perty. But  where  there  is  a  structure  erected  for  a  purpose 
connected  with  a  certain  part  of  his  property,  the  case  is  quite 
different.  I  am  not  satisfied  that,  if  a  man  construct  a  paved 
road  over  one  of  his  fields  to  his  house,  solely  with  a  view  to  the 
convenient  occupation  of  the  house,  a  right  to  use  that  road  would 
not  pass  if  he  sold  the  house  separately  from  the  field."  And  in 
giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  he  says :  "  We  may  also 
observe  that,  in  Langley  v.  Hammond  (o),  Baron  Bramwell  ex- 
pressed an  opinion,  in  which  we  concur,  that,  even  in  the  case 
of  a  right  of  way,  if  there  was  a  formed  road  made  over  the  alleged 
servient  tenement  to  and  for  the  apparent  use  of  the  dominant  tene- 
ment, a  right  of  way  over  such  road  might  pass  by  a  conveyance 
of  the  dominant  tenement  with  the  ordinary  general  words"  {p). 


Watts  Y, 
Kelton, 


(n)  (1870),  L.  E.  6  Ch.  at  pp.  172, 
174.  The  decision  did  not  depend  on 
this  point  (see  above,  p.  125). 

(o)  (1868),  L.  R.  3  £zch.  161. 

(p)  Of.  JTay  V.  Oxlfiy  (1876),  L.  E.  10 


Q.  B.  360.  Fiy,  J. ,  quoted  and  adopted 
these  dicta  in  Barkshire  y.  Grubb  (1881), 
L.  E.  18  Ch.  D.  616 ;  but  that  case  also 
was  not  decided  on  this  ground  (see 
above,  p.  99). 


BY  IMPLIED  GRANT.  149 

[In  both  of  these  cases,  the  conveyance  which,  was  the  subject  Implwd  gx«nt 

of    adjudication  included  ways   "  used  and  enjoyed "   with  the  ^ — 

alleged  domiuant  tenement;   and  they  are,  therefore,  no  express 
authority  upon  the  effect  of  a  conveyance  without  those  words. 

The  case  of  Davies  v.  Sear  {q)  was  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  Bm>^  v. 
implied  reservation  of  a  way,  the  «« apparent  sign"  in  this  case  ^-'^ 
being  an  archway  upon  the  quetsi-dominant  tenement.     But  this 
case,  so  far  as  it  rests  on  the  doctrine  of  implied  reservation  pure 
and  simple,  must  now  be  deemed  to  be  overruled  by  Wheeldon  v. 
Burrotcs  (r). 

In  Brett  v.  Clowser  (h)  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  Clowser,  Brett  ▼. 
among  other  things,  for  the  obstruction  of  a  right  of  way  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff  over  dowser's  premises.  It  appeared  that 
Clowser,  who  had  occupied  his  premises  since  1867  under  an 
agreement  for  a  lease  entered  into  by  the  common  owner  of  the 
plaintiff's  and  defendant's  premises,  had  made  an  arrangement  with 
a  former  tenant  of  the  plaintiff's  premises,  which  was  expressly 
limited  to  the  duration  of  such  tenant's  interest,  under  which  a 
door  had  been  opened  from  part  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  into 
Clowser's  premises,  and  a  way,  leading  from  this  door  to  the  high 
road,  had  been  used  by  the  tenant  in  question  and  his  customers. 
In  June,  1878,  the  tenant's  interest  expired.  In  September,  1878, 
the  premises  occupied  by  him  were  re-let  to  the  plaintiff,  with  all 
ways,  &c.,  belonging  or  appertaining  thereto.  In  October,  1878, 
Clowser  took  a  legal  demise  of  his  premises  under  his  old  agree- 
ment. The  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  of  way  through  the  doorway 
into  the  high  road. 

Denman,  J.,  in  giving  judgment  for  the  defendant,  said  that  the 
question  must  turn  upon  whether  the  lease  of  September  contained 
any  such  words  as  to  create  anew  the  right  of  way  claimed.  "  It 
was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  it  did,  because  the  way  was  an 
obvious  one,  passing  through  a  made  doorway  and  over  a  defined 
path,  and  being  in  actual  use  at  the  time  at  which  the  lease  of  the 
23rd  of  September,  1878,  was  made ;  and  a  dictum  of  Bramwell,  B., 
in  the  case  of  Langlcy  v.  Hatnmond  (f)  was  strongly  relied  on. 
That,  however,  was  a  case  in  which  the  words  of  the  deed  in  ques- 
tion were  these,  '  together  with  all  ways  therewith '  (»>.,  with  the 
premises)  *  now  used,  occupied,  and  enjoyed,' — words  which  render 


(q)  (1869),  L.  R.  7  Eq.  427.  (»)  (1880),  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  D.  376. 

(r)  (1879),   L.  R.  12  Ch.  iMv.   31  ;  [t)  (1868),  L.  R.  3  Exdi.  at  p.  171 

beiow,  p.  164.  above,  p.  147. 
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ways. 

Brett  V. 
Clowser, 


Implied  grant  [the  dictum  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  present  case.  The  words  of 
the  lease  to  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  as  conveying  the  right  of  way 
in  question  were  the  words  '  ways,  paths,  passages,  easements,  com- 
modities, advantages,  and  appurtenances  to  the  said  premises, 
belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining.'  It  was  contended  that  the 
way  in  question  passed  under  these  general  words,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  Lord  Justice  Mellish  in  Watts  v.  Kelson  (w)  was  cited  in 

support  of  that  contention Kay  v.  Oxley  (a?)  was  also  relied 

upon,  in  which  Lush,  J.,  speaks  approvingly  of  the  view  taken  by 
Bramwell,  B.,  in  Langky  v.  Hammond.  But,  in  all  these  cases, 
the  *  general  words,'  found  in  the  conveyance,  which  were  relied 
upon,  were  words  descriptive  of  the  easements  in  question,  as  *  with 
the  premises  now  occupied  or  enjoyed ; '  and  [they]  are  therefore 
no  authorities  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  case,  which  falls 
within  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Worthington  v.  Gimson  (y), 
Pearson  v.  Spencer  (z),  and  Wheeldon  v.  Burrmcs  (a),  that,  except 
in  the  case  of  a  way  of  necessity,  in  the  absence  of  any  reservation, 
no  right  to  use  ways  which  have  been  used  and  enjoyed  in  fact 
passes  to  a  grantee  of  the  land,  unless  there  be  something  in  the 
conveyance  to  show  an  intention  to  create  the  right  to  use  the  way 
de  novo." 

The  decision  in  Brett  v.  Clowser^  so  far  as  it  rests  on  the  opinion 
above  quoted,  appears  to  be  directly  contrary  to  the  dicta  of  Bram- 
well, B.,  Mellish,  L.  J.,  and  Lush,  J.,  above  quoted,  and  in  fact  to 
decide  the  point  under  discussion.  But  it  may  be  observed  that 
Mr.  Justice  Denman  does  not  seem  to  have  had  before  him  the 
cases  of  Hinchclifie  v.  Earlof  Kinmul  and  Pheysey  v.  Vicary,  above 
quoted ;  and  that  the  actual  decision  in  Brett  v.  Clowser  is  suflS- 
oiently  supported  by  the  consideration  that  at  the  date  of  the 
plaintiff's  lease  the  adjoining  premises  were,  by  virtue  of  the 
agreement  of  1867,  equitably  vested  in  Clowser  (6). 
Baffietf  ▼.  The  decision  in  Bay  ley  v.  Oreat  Western  Rail.  Co.  (c)  turned  on 

^^fa^^^*^  the  words  of  the  conveyance;  but  Chitty,  J.,  in  the  course  of  his 
judgment  made  some  observations  which  bear  directly  on  the 
point  under  discussion.     "  Before  I   go   to  the  authorities,"  he 


ObeervatioiiB 
on  Brett  y. 
Cloicser. 


(u)  (1870),  L.  E.  6  Gh.  App.  at  p. 
174. 

(x)  (1876),  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  360. 

(y)  (I860),  2  £.  &  £.  618 ;  39  L.  J., 
Q.  B. 116. 

(z)  (1862),  1  B.  &  S.  571 ;  3  B.  &  S. 
761. 


(a)  (1879),  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Dir.  31. 

(b)  See  Beddington  t.  Atlee^  quoted 
above,  p.  128,  n. 

ip)  (1884),  L.  B.  26  Gh.  D.  43i ;  of. 
per  Bowen,  L.  J.,  at  p.  453,  and  Ford  y. 
Metropolitan  and  IHstrict  Bailwaya  (1886), 
L.  B.  17  Q.  B.  Div.  12. 
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[says,  *'  I  will  mention  the  following  point.     During  the  argument  Implied  g:rant 

I  put  this  case  to  the  plaintiff's  counsel.     Assume  that  a  house 

abuts  on  a  private  road  belonging  to  the  owner  of  the  house,  with  Grtai! Ivelunk 
its  front  door  opening  on  to  the  private  road,  and  that  there  is  ^^^^'  ^^• 
an  ordinary  back  way  to  the  house,  so  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
you  could  get  into  the  house,  not  by  the  front  door  in  the  ordinary 
way,  but  by  the  back  door.  If,  in  those  circumstances,  the  owner 
of  the  house  and  of  the  private  road  in  front  were  to  grant  the 
house,  and  the  deed  were  entirely  silent  as  to  the  private  road 
running  in  front,  would  the  grantee  of  the  house  have  a  right  of 
way  ?  The  plaintiff's  counsel  said  *  No  ; '  and,  as  far  as  I  am 
aware,  there  is  no  express  decision  on  the  point.  But,  if  that 
point  should  ever  come  for  decision,  it  seems  to  me  it  will  be 
worthy  of  consideration,  whether  the  same  principle  which  applies 
to  the  grant  of  a  house  with  reference  to  light  should  not  apply 
to  the  grant  of  the  house  with  reference  to  a  way  of  this  kind.  I 
am  assuming  that  in  such  a  case  there  is  a  front  door,  and  that 
the  private  road  is  the  usual  mode  of  access  to  the  house  as  a 
house,  a  man  not  being  in  the  habit  of  approaching  his  own 
house  by  the  back  door.  I  quite  admit  that  in  point  of  law 
there  is  a  difference  between  the  easement  of  light,  which  is 
always  permeating  the  open  spaces  which  form  the  windows  of  a 
house, — for  in  that  sense,  no  doubt,  the  easement  of  light  is  con- 
tinuous; whereas,  as  regards  a  right  of  way,  that  is  a  discon- 
tinuous easement,  because  a  man  is  not  always  walking  in  and 
out  of  his  front  door.  But  at  the  same  time  the  reason  why  the 
easement  of  light  passes  as  against  the  grantor  is  because  the 
grantor  has  granted  the  house  in  the  state  in  which  it  is.  It 
seems  to  me  there  is  strong  ground  for  holding,  if  the  point 
should  come  up  for  consideration,  that,  in  the  case  I  have  put  of 
the  right  of  way,  there  is  in  like  manner  a  grant  of  the  house  to 
be  used  as  the  house  stands,  and  that  the  ordinary  mode  of 
aocess  to  the  front  door  is  one  that  ought  to  pass.  But  that  is 
not  the  case  I  have  now  to  consider." 

In  Ford  v.  Meiropolitan  Railway  Companies  {d)  the  point  arose.  Ford  v. 
but  not  directly  between  grantor  and  grantee.     The  plaintiffs  ^^'^^f  *** 
were  lessees  of  rooms  situate  in  the  back  block  of  a  house,  the 
usual  (but  not  the  only)  mode  of  access  being  through  a  passage 
and  hall  forming  part  of  the  front  block.     A  railway  company 


(d)  (1886),  L.  R.  17  Q.  B.  Div.  12. 
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Implied  grant  [having,  under  their  compulsory  powers,  taken  down  the  front 

— '—  block  and  removed  the  hall,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  were 

Metropolitan  ©^^titled  to  Compensation  for  loss  of  their  easement.  "  It  was 
JRaiiways,  said,"  said  Bowen,  L.  J.,  "  that  this  mode  of  access  was  a  way  of 
necessity.  That  appears  to  me  to  be  an  imperfect  statement  of 
its  character.  A  right  of  way  of  necessity  is  a  right  which 
arises  by  implication;  but  its  true  nature,  and  the  distinctions 
which  obtain  between  the  present  right  of  access  claimed  and  a 
right  of  way  of  necessity  is  explained  in  Pearson  v.  Spencer  (e). 
The  present  right,  using  the  language  of  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Erie,  falls  imder  that  class  of  implied  grants  ^  where  there  is  no 
necessity  for  the  right  claimed,  but  where  the  tenement  is  so 
constructed  as  that  parts  of  it  involve  a  necessary  dependence, 
in  order  to  its  enjoyment  in  the  state  it  is  in  when  devised,  upon 
the  adjoining  tenement.'  It  was  therefore  a  private  right  which 
the  occupiers  of  these  rooms  were  by  law  entitled  to  make  use  of 
in  connection  with  their  property." 
£rown  v.  At  last,  in  Brown  v.  Alahaater  (/),  the  question  came  up  directiy 

**'^'  for  decision.  There,  a  lessee  of  two  plots  of  land,  A.  and  B., 
had  built  upon  B.  two  houses  with  gardens,  the  houses  fronting 
to  one  road  and  the  gardens  communicating  with  another  by 
garden-gates  and  a  back-way  formed  over  plot  A.  The  back- 
way,  though  not  the  only  access  to  the  houses  on  plot  B.,  was 
the  only  convenient  way  by  which  manure,  &c.,  could  be  taken 
into  the  gardens,  and  was  admitted  to  be  essential  to  the  com- 
fortahle  enjoyment  of  the  houses.  The  houses  on  plot  B.,  witii 
their  '^rights,  easements,  and  appurtenances,"  were  conveyed  to 
the  defendant,  and  subsequently  plot  A.  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was 
held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  by  implication  to  a  right 
of  way  over  the  back-road.  Mr.  Justice  Kay,  after  referring  to 
many  of  the  above  cases,  proceeded  :  '^  It  seems  to  me  that  the  law 
is  this — that  a  particular  formed  way  to  an  entrance  to  premises 
like  these,  *  Westboume '  and  '  Cottisbrook,'  which  leads  to  gates 
in  a  wall  part  of  these  demised  premises,  and  without  which  those 
gates  would  bo  perfectly  useless,  may  pass  although  in  some  sense 
it  is  not  an  apparent  and  continuous  easement;  or  rather  may 
pass — because,  being  a  formed   road,  it  is  considered    by  the 

{$)  Above,  p.  146.  Taioi  v.  Knowles,  [1891]  2  Q.  B.  664, 

(/)  (1887),  li.  R.  37  Oh.  D.  490.    Of.  where  the  qnaai-servient  property  wa» 

Thomat  ▼.  Owm  (1887),  L.  B.  20  Q.  B.  in  mortgage  at  the  date  of  seyeranoe. 

JDiy.  226,  cited  below,  p.  169 ;  and  dist. 
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[authoritieB,  in  cases  like  this,  to  be  a  continuous  and  apparent  Implied  grant 

easement— by  implied  grant  without  any  large  general  words,  or '- — 

indeed  without  any  general  words  at  all.  Here  I  have  a  case  in  Alabaster. 
which  these  two  gardens,  although  they  are  not  absolutely  in- 
accessible, are  inaccessible  except  through  a  part  of  the  house, 
unless  they  are  to  be  reached  by  the  gates  at  tlie  bottom  of  the 
gardens  communicating  with  this  formed  back-way.  That  it  was 
intended,  looking  at  all  the  facts,  that  the  persons  to  whom 
*  Westboume '  and  •  Cottisbrook '  were  conveyed  should  have  the 
use  of  those  two  gates  and  of  this  back-way,  is,  to  my  mind, 
beyond  all  doubt.  Then,  although  I  agree  that  it  is  not  for  all 
purposes  a  way  of  necessity,  do  I  want  any  express  grant?  It 
seems  to  me  to  be  clear  on  the  authorities  that  an  express  grant 
is  not  wanted  in  such  a  case  as  this.  Therefore  I  hold  that  tlie 
right  to  use  this  back-way  in  the  same  mode  as  it  was  usable  by 
the  occupiers  of  *  Cottisbrook '  and  *  Westboume '  at  the  time  of 
the  grant  of  these  properties  did  pass  by  implied  grant,  and 
accordingly  this  case  must  be  decided  on  that  footing." 

In  Nicholk  v.  NichoUs  (g)  the  point  was  again  directly  decided,  NieholU  v. 
although  the  learned  judge  appears  to  some  extent  to  have  based  ** 
his  decision  upon  general  words  which  he  was  of  opinion  ought  to 
be  implied.  In  that  case  three  persons,  of  whom  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  were  two,  were  entitled  to  the  residuary  real  estate  of  a 
testator  in  equal  shares.  Two  adjoining  houses,  called  "  Bedeburn" 
and  "  Stanley  Villa,"  formed  pari  of  the  testator's  residuary  real 
estate,  and  by  an  agreement  entered  into  by  the  three  beneficiaries 
for  the  purpose  of  dividing  the  residuary  estate,  it  was  agreed  (inter 
alia)  that  "  Bedebum  "  should  be  taken  by  and  forthwith  conveyed 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  "  Stanley  Villa  "  should  be  taken  by  and 
forthwith  conveyed  to  the  defendant. 

These  two  houses  fronted  upon  a  road  called  Park  Eoad,  each 
having  a  front  entrance  from  that  road.  Along  one  side  of 
"  Stanley  Villa,"  commencing  from  Park  Eoad,  ran  a  private  side 
road  made  up  with  gravel  between  walls  and  fences ;  this  road  was 
continued  until  it  met  another  road  at  right  angles,  which  was  also 
made  up  with  gravel  between  fences,  and  ran  at  the  back  of  the 
two  houses,  affording  a  back  entrance  to  each  of  them.  The  plain- 
tiff claimed  the  right  to  the  use  of  this  side  and  back  road,  and 


(ff)  (1900),  81  L.  T.  811. 
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of  wavs. 


yicholiM  V. 
.NicholU, 


Brazier  v. 
Glatspool. 


MUnerU  Safe 
Co.t  Ltd.  T, 
Great  Northern 
and  City 
Mail,  Co, 


[Stirling,  J.,  held  that  she  was  entitled  to  such  use  on  the  ground 
that  the  agreement  being  executory  was  to  be  followed  by  convey- 
ances which  ought  to  be  treated  as  if  they  were  contemporaneous, 
and  that  in  these  conveyances  the  descriptions  should  be  followed 
by  such  general  words  as,  previously  to  the  Conveyancing  Act, 
1881,  could  have  been  insisted  on  by  a  purchaser  as  a  matter  of 
right,  and  these  words  he  took  for  the  purpose  of  his  judgment  to 
be  "  together  with  the  ways,  rights  and  appurtenances  thereunto 
belonging." 

The  following  passage  appears  in  the  judgment :  "  Although  in 
general  a  way,  not  being  a  way  of  necessity,  does  not  fall  within 
this  rule,  still  it  is  established,  by  many  cases,  that  a  formed  road 
over  one  tenement  to  and  for  the  apparent  use  of  the  other  does  "  ; 
and  the  learned  judge  referred  to  Pearson  v.  Spencer  (h)  and  Brotcn 
V.  Alabaster  (t). 

In  Brazier  v.  Glasspool  (A:),  where  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  of 
way  over  a  tramway  owned  by  the  defendant,  in  respect  of  a  piece 
of  land  granted  to  him  by  the  defendant,  Byrne,  J.,  although 
deciding  the  point  in  the  plaintifE's  favour  under  the  Conveyancing 
Act,  1881  (/),  expressed  his  opinion  that  there  was  an  implied  grant 
of  the  right  of  way,  which,  though  not  a  way  of  necessity,  was  a  way 
constructed  in  accordance  with  a  prior  agreement  between  the  plaintifi 
and  the  defendant,  and  was  an  apparent  and  formed  tramway  at 
the  date  of  the  conveyance,  enjoyed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  lead  to 
a  reasonable  expectation  that  the  enjoyment  would  be  permitted  to 
continue. 

In  Milner^s  Safe  Co.^  Ltd,  v.  Great  NortJiern  and  City  Rail. 
Co,  (;/^),  the  question  arose  again,  and  was  treated  by  the  learned 
judge  as  being  hardly  open  to  question,  at  any  rate  in  the  case  of 
grants  inter  vivos. 

In  that  case  a  testator  built  a  row  of  houses,  fronting  on  to  a 
public  street,  and  having  a  narrow  passage  at  the  back  with  which 
they  all  communicated.  The  plaintiffs  were  owners  in  fee  of  two 
of  these  houses,  and  the  defendants  pf  two  others,  both  deriving 
their  title  from  the  testator,  who  had  made  no  express  grant  of 
any  rights  of  way  over  the  passage,  in  dealing  with  the  property 
by  his  will.     The  defendants  pulled  down  their  houses,  and  built 


(A)  Cited  aboye,  p.  146. 
(i)  Cited  above,  p.  162. 
ik)  [1901]  W.  N.  237 ;  dted  above, 
p.  106. 


{I)  44  &  46  Vict.  c.  41,  s.  6. 
(m)  [1007]  1  Ch.  208  (oompromiaed  on 
appeal). 
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[on  their  site    an    underground    railway   station,  whence   their  Implied  grant 

passengers  made  use  of  the  passage.     The  plaintiffs  brought  an  ! — 

action  against  the  defendants  to  restrain  this  user.  Co!^td.  v. 

Kekewich,  J.,  after  stating  the  facts,  continued  as  follows:  GreatNorthern 
"  The  first  question  is  whether  the  several  devisees  had  rights  of  ^ail,  Co, 
way  over  the  passage.  None  are  expressly  given,  but  it  is  said 
that  rights  must  be  implied  from  the  surrounding  circumstances, 
and  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  this  contention  is  sound.  If  this 
were  a  case  of  grant  instead  of  devise,  rights  of  way  would  neces- 
sarily be  implied,  and  there  is  ample  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  the  settled  law  as  regards  implied  grants  is  applicable  to 
devises,  where  the  circumstances  demand  its  application.''  The 
learned  judge  referred  to  Phillips  v.  Low  («),  and  to  Pearson  v. 
Spencer y  quoting  from  the  passage  in  the  judgment  delivered  by 
Erie,  C.  J.,  in  the  latter  case,  which  is  quoted  above  (o),  and  con- 
tinued :  ''  Bearing  in  mind  that  the  passage  with  which  we  are 
dealing  has  been  constructed  for  the  convenience  of  these  houses, 
there  seems  to  be  here  that  *  necessary  dependence '  of  which  the 
Chief  Justice  speaks,"  (in  Pearson  v.  Spencer)  "  and  that  is  not  at 
all  aifected  by  the  fact  that  these  houses  had  entrances  to  Finsbury 
Pavement." 

The  decision  was  that  there  was  an  implied  grant  both  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  defendants,  but  that  the  grant  was  limited  to  business 
and  domestic  purposes  only,  and  that  the  user  by  the  defendants 
was  excessive,  and  unauthorised  by  the  implied  grant. 

In  an  Irish  case,  Macnayhten  y.  Baird  (p),  the  easement  claimed  Maenaghun 
was  the  right  to  use  water  from  a  well  situate  on  the  premises  of  ^'  ^^*^^' 
the  plaintiff,  by  whom  these  premises  and  the  premises  in  respect 
of  which  the  easement  was  claimed  had,  prior  to  1875,  been  held. 
In  1875  the  latter  premises  were  let  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  tenant 
through  whom  the  defendant  claimed. 

The  question  came  before  the  Irish  Court  of  Appeal,  who  decided 
against  the  easement  claimed,  on  the  ground,  so  far  as  concerns  the 
question  now  under  consideration,  that  the  defendant's  premises,  on 
which  a  dwelling-house  then  stood,  had  upon  them,  at  the  date  of 
the  letting  of  1875,  only  a  barn,  for  the  purposes  of  which  the 


(n)  [1892]  1  Ch.  47.  (o)  Page  147. 

(jf)  [1903]  2  It.  R.  731. 
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Implied  grrant  [right  claimed  was  unnecessary,  and  it  was  therefore  not  an  existing 

UT  wr  aVPs  •If        111  n     I  Ai^ 


ways 

Result  of  the 
discussion. 


Extinguish- 
ments 


right  at  the  date  of  the  severance. 

To  sum  up,  it  is  clear  that  a  way  merely  used  with  the  quasi- 
dominant  tenement  over  other  land  of  the  same  owner,  and 
not  evidenced  by  any  apparent  sign,  will  not,  independently  of 
the  Conveyancing  Act,  1881  (^),  pass  upon  a  conveyance  of  the 
quasi-dominant  tenement  without  special  words. 

Further,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  completely  settled  that  such  a 
way  will  pass  if  the  only  "  apparent  sign  "  be  the  state  of  the  road 
on  the  quasi-servient  tenement  itself.  A  hard  and  gravelled  road 
is  indeed  ^^  apparent ;  "  but  it  is  in  this  case  a  part,  not  of  the 
tenement  conveyed,  but  of  the  tenement  retained,  and  it  cannot  be 
said  that  such  a  way,  by  reason  merely  of  its  "  apparent "  nature, 
is  necessary  to  the  use  of  any  part  of  the  tenement  conveyed. 
It  is,  however,  submitted  that  a  formed  road  or  way  over  one 
tenement,  for  the  apparent  use  of  the  other,  such  road  or  way 
being  necessary  for  the  reasonable  and  convenient  occupation 
and  enjoyment  of  the  quasi-dominant  tenement,  will  pass,  by 
implied  grant,  upon  a  severance  of  the  tenements. 

And  where  the  "  apparent  sign  "  of  user  is  a  part,  not  of  the 
tenement  retained,  but  of  the  tenement  conveyed, — such  as  a 
substantial  and  permanent  doorway,  or  a  formed  road  extending 
over  both  tenements,— there  is  ample  authority  for  saying  that  the 
doctrine  of  implied  grant  applies. 

It  has  already  been  pointed  out  by  the  learned  author  that  there 
is  no  distinction  between  the  different  kinds  of  easements  as  to 
their  being  extinguished  by  unity  of  ownership.  The  distinction 
is,  that  upon  a  severance  of  the  tenements  those  easements  arising 
from  "  the  disposition  of  the  owner  of  two  tenements,"  and  ease- 
ments of  necessity,  are  created  de  novo  by  implied  grant,  while 
other  easements  require  express  words  of  grant  to  create  them. 


The  author's 
opinion. 


(c.)  Implied  Reservation, 

It  was  the  opinion  of  the  author  of  this  treatise  that,  upon  a 
severance  of  two  tenements  connected  by  some  apparent  sign  of 
feivitude,  whether  by  the  grant  of  the  quasi-dominant  or  of  the 
quasi-servient  tenement,  an  easement  was  by  implication  created 


{q)  Above,  p.  83. 
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[in  favour  of  the  quasi-dominant  property.      Looking  upon  the  The  author's 

quasi-easement  as  a  quality  added  to  the  dominant  close  by  the  — 

owner  of  both  tenements,  he  held  that  this  quality  remained 
impressed  upon  it  for  the  benefit  of  either  grantee  or  grantor. 
And,  in  his  view,  the  doctrine  that  both  parties  are  equally 
bound  to  respect  the  disposition  of  the  property,  derived 
additional  weight  from  its  coincidence  with  the  analogous  case  of 
easements  commonly  called  of  necessity,  which,  it  is  quite  clear, 
are  equally  implied  in  favour  of  both  parties.  He  saw  no 
reason  why  a  purchaser  should  not  exercise  caution  in  ascertaining 
what  easements  his  projected  purchase  is  liable  to  in  favour  of  his 
vendor,  as  well  as  in  favour  of  other  adjoining  owners. 

This  opinion,  which  was  shared  by  Mr.  Willes,  must  now  be  No  implied 
considered  to  be  overruled,  the  Courts  considering  that  the  opera- 
tion of  the  doctrine  in  question,  on  a  sale  of  the  quasi-servient 
tenement,  is  prevented  by  the  principle  that  ^^  a  man  cannot 
derogate  from  his  own  grant."  But  in  view  of  the  importance  of 
the  controversy,  it  is  worth  while  to  consider  the  authorities  on 
both  sides. 

In  Nicholas  v.  Chamberlain y  quoted  above  (r),  the  judgment  of  Nichoiatv. 
the  Court  makes  no  distinction  between  the  case  where  the  quasi-      *""  ^'^ '""' 
dominant  tenement,  the  house,  is  sold  first,  and  the  case  where  it 
is  retained.] 

In  Riviere  v.  Bower  {h)^  the  plaintiff  was  proprietor  of  a  house  mviergy, 
which  he  had  divided  into  two  tenements,  one  of  which  he  demised  ^^^' 
to  the  defendant,  retaining  the  other  in  his  own  occupation ;  the 
defendant  obstructed  a  window  which  the  plaintiff  had  made  in 
his  own  house  shortly  before  the  demise  to  the  defendant.  On  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  the  action  did  not  lie 
unless  the  window  was  ancient.  Lord  Tenterden  held  ^^  that  the 
action  was  maintainable  against  a  person  holding  as  tenant,  for  an 
obstruction  to  a  window  existing  in  the  landlord's  house  at  the 
time  of  the  demise,  although  of  recent  construction,  and  that 
although  there  was  no  stipulation  at  the  time  of  the  demise 
against  the  obstruction." 

In  Palmer  v.  Fletcher  {t)^  Kelynge,  J.,  said,  suppose  the  land  I^itnery. 
had  been  sold  first  and  the  house  after,  the  vendee  of  the  land  ^^^^^' 
might  stop  the  lights.     Twysden,  J.,  on  the  contrary,  said,  whether 


(r)  Page  118.  {t)  (1675),  1  Lev.  122;  above,  p.  121. 

(«)  (1824),  B7.  &  Moo.  24 ;  27  B.  B.  726. 
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No  implied    the  land  be  sold  first  or  afterwards,  the  vendee  of  the  land  cannot 
stop  the  lights  of  the  house  in  the  hands  of  the  vendor  or  his 


assignees,  and  cited  a  case  to  be  so  adjudged. 

Tenant  v.  v         In   Tenant  V.   Qoldwin  (w),  Lord  Holt,  as  reported  by  Lord 
'*'*"•  Raymond,  said:    "As  to  the  case  of  Palmoi*  and  Fletcher^  if, 

indeed,  the  builder  of  the  house  sells  the  house  with  the  lights 
and  appurtenances,  he  cannot  build  upon  the  remainder  of  the 
ground  so  near  as  to  stop  the  lights  of  the  house;  and,  as  he 
caunot  do  so,  so  neither  can  his  vendee.  But,  if  he  had  sold  the 
vacant  piece  of  ground  and  kept  the  house,  without  reserving  the 
benefit  of  the  lights,  the  vendee  might  build  against  his  house. 
But,  in  the  other  case,  where  he  sells  the  house,  the  vacant  piece 
of  ground  is  by  that  grant  charged  with  the  lights."  The  report 
of  the  same  case  by  Salkeld,  who  was  himself  counsel  in  the  cause, 
is  silent  as  to  any  such  dictum ;  and,  from  the  report  in  6  Mod. 
314,  it  would  seem  that  the  Court  only  expressed  a  doubt  upon  the 
point.  "  If  he  had  sold  the  vacant  ground  without  reserving  the 
benefit  of  the  lights,  the  Court  doubted  in  that  case  that  the 
vendee  might  build  so  as  to  stop  the  lights  of  the  vendor,  because 
he  had  parted  with  the  ground  without  reserving  the  benefit  of 
the  lights ;  for  that  case  differs  from  that  of  Palmer  v.  Fletcher ^ 

PyerT,  Carter,  [^Iq  Pyer  V.  Carter  {x)  the  defendant's  house  adjoined  the  plain- 
tiff's, and  the  action  was  for  stopping  a  drain  running  under  both 
houses.  The  two  houses  had  formerly  been  one,  and  were  con- 
verted into  two  by  a  former  owner,  who  conveyed  one  to  the 
defendant  and  afterwards  the  other  to  the  plaintiil.  At  the  time 
of  the  conveyances  the  drain  existed,  running  under  the  plaintiff's 
house  and  then  under  the  defendant's,  and  discharging  itself  into 
the  common  sewer ;  water  from  the  eaves  of  the  defendant's  house 
fell  on  the  plaintiff's,  and  then  ran  into  the  drain  on  the  plaintiff's 
premises  and  thence  through  the  defendant's  premises  into  the 
common  sower.  The  plaintiff's  house  was  drained  through  the 
same  drain.  It  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  made  a 
drain  direct  from  his  house  into  the  common  sewer,  and  it  was  not 
proved  that  the  defendant  when  he  purchased  knew  of  the  position 
of  the  drain. 

It  was  laid  down  by  the  Court  that,  where  the  owner  of  two  or 
more  adjoining  houses  conveys  one  to  a  purchaser,  such  purchaser 


(m)  (1705),  2  Lord  Raym.  1093  ;  S.  C,  I  Salk.  360  ;  6  Mod.  3U. 
{x)  (1867),  1  H.  &  N.  916. 
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[will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  drains  from  that  house,  and    No  implied 

subject  to  all  the  drains  then  "  necessarily  used  "  for  the  enjoy- 

ment  of  the  adjoining  house,  and  that  without  any  express  reserva-  ^^  ^' 
tion  or  grant,  inasmuch  as  the  purchaser  takes  the  house  '^  as  it  ' 
is;''  and  that  the  question  as  to  what  is  "necessarily  used" 
depends  upon  the  state  of  things  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance, 
and  as  matters  then  stood  without  alteration.  And,  upon  the 
argument  urged  that  this  was  not  an  "  apparent "  and  continuous 
easement,  the  Court  said  that,  although  the  defendant  did  not 
know  of  the  existence  of  the  drain  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance 
to  him,  yet  as  he  must  or  ought  to  have  known  that  there  was 
some  drainage  for  the  waters,  he  ought  to  have  inquired,  and  the 
Court  **  agreed  with "  the  author's  observation,  that  those  things 
are  apparent  which  would  be  so  upon  a  careful  inspection  by  a 
person  conversant  with  such  matters. 

In  the  case  above  cited  the  defendant  purchased  before  the 
plaintifiF,  and  it  appears  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  that  the 
priority  of  the  conveyances  in  order  of  time  was  considered 
immaterial  (y).] 

In  Hicha rds  Y.  Eose  {z)^  whioliYfeLS  an  action  for  removing  the  Richards  v, 
support  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  and  ^'^' 
defendant's  houses  adjoined  one  another  and  were  dependent  upon 
one  another  for  support.  Both  had  been  built  by  and  had  belonged 
to  one  person,  and  it  did  not  appear  which  was  fii'st  granted  by 
him.  The  Court  held  that  this  made  no  difference.  "  We  are  all 
of  opinion,"  said  Pollock,  C.  B.,  "that  where  houses  have  been 
erected  in  common  by  the  same  owner  upon  a  plot  of  ground,  and 
therefore  necessarily  requiring  mutual  support,  there  is,  either  by  a 
presumed  grant  or  by  a  presumed  reservation,  a  right  to  such 
mutual  support ;  so  that  the  owner  who  sells  one  of  such  houses,  as 
against  himself,  grants  such  right,  and  on  his  own  part  also  reserves 
the  right ;  and  consequently  the  same  mutual  dependence  of  one 
house  upon  its  neighbours  still  remains." 

[In   White  v.  Bass  (a)  the  point  was  directly  raised;  and  the  n^hUe y, r»at8, 
dictum  of  Lord  Holt  above  referred  to  was  adopted  as  law.     In 
this   case   it   appeared  that   the  owners   in   fee  of  a   house  and 
adjoining   land    (which   had   never    been    held    separately)   had 


(y)  Cf.  ITaU  v.  Lund  (1863),  1  H.  &       v.  Annsirong  (1897),  77  L.  T.  62.] 
C.  676.  (a)  (1862),  7  H.  &  N.  722. 

(z)(1853),9Exoh.218.  [Dvii,  Howarth 
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JF/iite  V.  Baas, 


BoddY. 
Burchtll, 


The  Ourriert* 
Company  v. 
Corbett, 


[demised  the  land  to  oartain  trustees,  who  covenanted  to  build 
upon  it  acoording  to  a  certain  plan.  The  owners  afterwards  con- 
veyed the  reversion  of  the  land  to  the  trustees,  and  then  the 
house  to  the  predecessor  in  title  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
subsequently,  with  the  authority  of  the  trustees,  built  upon  the 
land  so  as  to  obstruct  certain  windows  of  the  plaintiff  which 
existed  at  the  date  of  the  lease.  He  did  not  build  according  to 
the  plan  above  referred  to ;  if  he  had  done  so,  the  windows  would 
have  been  obstructed,  but  not  to  the  same  extent.  It  was  held  (/>) 
that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  obstructing  the  plaintiff's 
windows,  either  as  to  so  much  light  and  air  as  would  have  been 
shut  out  if  he  had  built  according  to  the  plan,  or  as  to  the  excess. 
All  the  judges  agreed  that  the  lease,  being  merged,  did  not  affect 
the  case. 

In  Pearson  v.  Spencer ^  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (c),  P^er  v. 
Carter  was  cited  and  discussed  by  the  judges.  Martin,  B.,  says : 
^'I  thought  that  a  strange  decision,  but  it  has  recently  been 
confirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords." 

In  Bodd  V.  Burchell  (d)  the  parties  claimed  under  the  same 
person.  By  the  side  of  the  plaintiff's  house  was  a  passage  leading 
to  the  defendant's.  In  the  plaintiff's  house  was  a  side  door 
opening  into  the  passage ;  a  door  from  his  garden  also  opened  into 
the  passage.  The  common  owner  having  first  conveyed  part  of 
the  passage  to  the  defendant,  extending  beyond  the  garden  door, 
it  was  held  that  no  right  of  way  from  the  garden  door,  or  between 
the  house  and  garden  door,  could  be  implied.  Martin,  B.,  there 
says :  "  Pf/er  v.  Carter  went  to  the  very  extent  of  the  law,  but  if 
considered  cannot  be  complained  of  ;  for,  if  a  man  has  two  fields 
drained  by  an  artificial  ditch  cut  through  both,  and  he  grants  to 
another  person  one  of  the  fields,  neither  he  nor  the  grantee  can 
stop  up  the  drain,  for  there  would  be  the  same  right  of  drainage 
as  before,  for  the  land  was  sold  with  the  drain  in  it." 

In  the  case  of  The  Curriers^  Company  v.  Corbett  (e),  the  plain- 
tiffs claimed  an  injunction  in  respect  of  injury  to  the  light  of 
their  houses,  caused  by  houses  erected  by  the  defendant  upon  tlie 
opposite  side  of  the  street.     One  of  the  erections  complained  of 


{b)  By  Pollock,  0.  B.,  and  Martin, 
ChanneU,  and  Wilde,  BB. 

[c)  (1863),  3  B.  &  S.  762;  above, 
p.  146.  The  reference  ia  no  doabt  to 
Ewart  V.  Cochrane  (above,  p.  123),  which 


M  not  a  direct  confirmation  of  Fyer  t. 
Carter, 

{d)  (1862),  1  H.  &  C.  113. 

(r)  (1865),  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  355. 
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i6l 


[Was  built  upon  land  formerly  sold  to  the  defendant  by  the  plain-    No  implied 

tiffs;  and  as  to  this  erection  V.-C.  Kindersley,  following  White  — 1 

V.  BasSy  held  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  relief.     There    company  y. 
was  no  appeal  from  this  part  of  the  judgment ;  but,  on  the  hearing       CorUtt, 
of  an  appecd  by  the  defendant  from  the  remainder  of  the  judg- 
ment (/*),  Turner,  L.  J.,  used  words  which   show  that  he   also 
considered  the  decision  in  White  v.  Bann  to  be  law. 

In  Suffield  v.  Brown  [g)^  the  decision  in  Pi/er  v.   Carter  was  Sujuidr. 
again  declared  to  be  incorrect.     The  decision  in  this  case  must,    ^^^^' 
indeed,  have  been  the  same,  although  Pi/er  v.   Carter  and  the 
doctrine  of  implied  reservation  had  been  accepted  in  their  entirety; 
but  Lord  Westbury  expressly  disapproved  of  Pt/er  v.  Carter,  and 
based  his  decision  upon  principles  inconsistent  with  it. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  foUows : — The  plaintiffs  owned  a 
dock  situate  on  the  Thames  at  Bermondsey,  and  used  for  repairing 
ships;  the  defendant  owned  a  coal  wharf  adjoining  the  dock. 
Both  tenements  had  once  belonged  to  the  same  owner ;  and  during 
the  joint  ownership,  whenever  a  ship  of  any  size  was  taken  into 
the  dock  to  be  repaired,  her  standing  bowsprit  projected  over  and 
across  a  strip  of  land  forming  part  of  the  wharf.  In  1845  the 
common  owner  sold  and  conveyed  the  wharf  and  strip  of  land, 
without  any  reservation,  to  the  predecessor  in  title  of  the  defendant; 
and  shortly  afterwards  he  conveyed  the  dock  to  those  persons 
under  whom  the  plaintiffs  claimed  (^).  The  defendant  began  to 
build  a  warehouse  on  the  strip  of  land ;  and  the  plaintiffs  sought 
to  restrain  him  from  building  so  as  to  prevent  the  bowsprits  of 
large  ships  lying  in  the  plaintiffs'  dock  from  overhanging  the  land 
as  theretofore,  claiming  an  easement  for  this  purpose  as  reserved 
by  implication  by  the  common  owner. 

Lord  Romilly  granted  the  injunction  (t),  on  the  ground  that 
the  projection  of  the  bowsprit  was  essential  to  the  full  and  com- 
plete enjoyment  of  the  dock  as  it  stood  at  the  time  when  the  wharf 
was  sold,  and  that  the  purchaser  of  the  wharf  had  distinct  notice  of 
the  necessity  from  the  appearance  of  the  property.  His  Lordship 
seems  to  have  considered  the  easement  to  be  apparent,  because  it 


If)  4  B.  J.  &  S.  764,  at  p.  771.  size ;    but  whaterer   argument   might 

iff)  (1863),    9  Jut.,  N.   S.   999  ;   on  hare  been  founded   on  this  fact  was 

appeal.  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  185.  perhaps  considered  not  to  be  available 

(A)  The   particulars   of   sale  of  the  after  oonveyance  without  rectification 

properties    represented    the    dock    as  of  the  deeds  ;  see  below,  p.  165,  note  (;:}. 

capable  of  holding  vessels   of    large  (i)  9  Jur.,  N.  S.  999. 
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[could  not  be  exercised  without  the  exercise  being  seen — an 
argument  which  would  apply  also  to  a  right  of  way.  He  does 
not  appear  to  have  dealt  with  the  question  of  continuity. 

The  appeal  (k)  was  heard  by  Lord  Westbury,  then  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, who  reversed  Lord  Eromilly's  decision.    After  referring  to 
the  opening  words  of  this  chapter,  and  observing  that  the  author 
uses  the  word  "grant"  so  as  to  include  reservation,  he  con- 
tinues :  '^  But  I  cannot  agree  that  the  grantor  can  derogate  from 
his  own  absolute  grant  so  as  to  claim  rights  over  the  thing  granted, 
even  if  they  were  at  the  time  of    the  grant    continuous    and 
apparent  easements  enjoyed  by  an   adjoining   tenement  which 
remains  the  property  of  him,  the  grantor.     Consider  the  ease- 
ments as  if  they  were  rights,  members  and  appurtenances  of  the 
adjoining  tenement :  they  still  admit  of  being  aliened  or  released ; 
and  the  absolute  sale  and  grant  of  the  land  on  or  over  which  they 
are  claimed  is  inconsistent  with   the   continuance  of  anything 
abridging  the  complete  enjoyment  of  the  thing  granted  which 
is  separable  from  the  tenement  retained,  and  can  be  aliened  or 
released  by  the  owner.     Many  rules  of  law  are  derived  from 
fictions ;  and  the  rules  of  the  French  Code,  which  Mr.  Gale  has 
copied,  are  derived  from  the  fiction  of  the  owner  of  the  entire 
heritage,  which  is  afterwards  severed,  standing  in  the  relation  of 
*p6re  de  famille,'  and  impressing  upon  the  different  portions  of 
his  estate  mutual  services  and  obligations,  which  accompany  such 
portions  when  divided  among  them  (/),  or  even,  as  it  is  used  in 
Frenol^law,  when  aliened  to  strangers.     But  this  comparison  of 
the  disposition  of  the  owner  of  two  tenements  to  the  *  destination 
du  pere  de  famille '  is  a  mere  fanciful  analogy,  from  which  rules 
of  law  ought  not  to  be  derived.    And  the  analogy,  if  it  be  worth 
grave  attention,  fails  in  the  case  to  be  decided.     For,  when  the 
owner  of  two  tenements  fells  and  conveys  one  for  an  absolute 
estate  therein,  he  puts  an  end,  by  contract,  to  the  relation  which 
he  had  himself  created  between  the  tenement  sold  and  the  adjoin- 
ing tenement,  and   discharges  the  tenement  so  sold  from  any 
burthen  imposed  upon  it  during  his  joint  occupation;  and  the 
condition  of  such  tenement  is  thenceforth  determined  by  the  con- 
tract of  alienation  and  not  by  the  previous  user  of  the  vendor 
during  such  ownership." 


(k)  4  Be  Q.  J.  &  S.  185. 

(/)  I.e.,  when  the  portions  are  distributed  among  the  members  of  the  family. 
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[Commenting  upon  the  expression  of  the  judges  in  P^er  v. 
Carter  (m),  that  the  purchaser  takes  the  house  "  such  as  it  is," 
his  Lordship  says,  '^  But,  with  great  respect,  the  expression  is 
eiToneous,  and  shows  the  mistaken  view  of  the  matter ;  for,  in  a 
question  (as  this  was)  between  the  purchaser  and  the  subsequent 
grantee  of  the  vendor,  the  purchaser  takes  the  house,  not  ^  such 
as  it  is,'  but  such  as  it  is  described  and  sold  and  conveyed  to  him 
in  and  by  his  deed  of  conveyance ;  and  the  terms  of  the  conveyance 
in  Pyer  v.  Carter  were  quite  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  any 

right  or  interest  remaining  in  the  vendor I  cannot  look 

upon  the  case  as  rightly  decided,  and  must  wholly  refuse  to  accept 
it  as  any  authority." 

After  commenting  upon  the  cases  before  Pyer  v.  Carter ^  to  which 
he  sees  no  objection,  his  Lordship  concludes  as  follows : — "  But 
if  any  part  of  this  theory  (the  theory  of  implied  reservation)  were 
consistent  with  law,  it  would  not  support  the  decree  appealed 
from.  For  the  easement  claimed  by  the  plaintifi  is  not  ^con- 
tinuous ; '  for  that  means  something  the  use  of  which  is  constant 
and  iminterrupted.  Neither  is  it  an  'apparent'  easement;  for, 
except  when  a  ship  is  actually  in  the  dock  with  her  bowsprit  pro- 
jecting beyond  its  limit,  there  is  no  sign  of  its  existence.  Neither 
is  it  a  ^  necessary '  easement ;  for  that  means  something  without 
which  (in  the  language  of  the  treatise  cited)  the  enjoyment  of  the 
dock  could  not  be  had  at  all.  But  this  is  irrelevant  to  my  decision, 
which  is  founded  on  the  plain  and  simple  rule  that  the  grantor,  or 
any  person  claiming  under  him,  shall  not  derogate  frSsi  the 
absolute  sale  and  grant  which  he  has  made." 

In  Crassley  Y.  Lightmokr  (n),  the  defendants,  who  had  sold  to  Crouleyv, 
the  plaintifis  certain  land  by  the  side  of  a  watercourse,  claimed  *^  ^^"'  ^' 
to  pollute  the  water,  on  the  ground  (among  others)  that  they  were 
in  the  habit  of  doing  so  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  that  the 
exercise  of  this  right,  being  apparent  and  contiQuous,  was  im- 
pliedly reserved  on  the  sale  of  the  land  to  the  plaintifiPs.  Lord 
Chelmsford,  C,  in  dealing  with  this  point,  referred  to  Lord 
"Westbury's  decision  in  Suffield  v.  Brown,  and  said : — "  I  entirely 
agree  with  this  view.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  an  immaterial  circum- 
stance that  the  easement  should  be  apparent  and  continuous; 
for  non  constat  that  the  grantor  does  not  intend  to  relinquish  it 


(m)  (1857),  1  H.  &  N.  916  ;  above,  p.  168. 
(n)  (1867),  L.  B.  2  Oh.  478. 
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Morland  v. 
Cook. 


WatU  V. 
Kelson, 


Ellii  y.  Man- 
chester Car- 
riage  Co. 


Wheeldon  y. 
Burrows, 


[unless  he  shows  the  contrary  by  expressly  reserving  it.  The 
argument  of  the  defendant  would  make  in  every  case  of  this  kind 
an  implied  reservation  by  law ;  and  yet  the  law  will  not  reserve 
anything  out  of  a  grant  in  favour  of  a  grantor  except  in  case  of 
necessity." 

Morland  v.  Cook  (o),  the  case  of  the  sea  wall,  turned  upon  a 
different  point,  the  question  of  the  liability  of  an  assignee  of 
land  to  a  covenant  entered  into  by  a  former  owner.  But,  in  the 
course  of  his  judgment,  Lord  Romilly,  M.  E.,  again  treated  Pyer  v. 
Carter  as  an  authority,  and  defended  against  Lord  Westbury 
his  judgment  in  Suffield  v.  Browiiy  which  he  rested  upon  the 
doctrine  of  ponstructive  notice  (jo). 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  in  Watts  v.  Kelson  (q),  referred 
to  above  (r),  Mellish,  L.  J.,  is  reported  to  have  said,  "I  think 
that  the  order  of  the  two  conveyances  in  point  of  date  is  im- 
material, and  that  Pt/er  v.  Carter  is  good  sense  and  good  law; 
most  of  the  common  law  judges  have  not  approved  of  Lord 
Westbury's  observations  on  it."  And  James,  L.  J.,  added:  "I 
also  am  satisfied  with  the  decision  in  Pyer  v.  Carter J^ 

In  miis  V.  Manchester  Carriage  Company  («),  White  v.  Bass  (f) 
and  Curriers^  Company  v.  Corhett  («)  were  followed  by  Grove  and 
Denman,  JJ.,  without  remark.  The  dicta  in  Watts  v.  Kelson 
were  not  quoted. 

In  Wheeldon  v.  Burrows  (x)  the  question  was  again  raised ;  and 
after  full  argument,  the  decision  in  White  v.  Bass  {t)  was  ex- 
pressly followed  and  approved  by  a  Court  of  Appeal  consisting 
of  Lords  Justices  James,  Baggallay,  and  Thesiger ;  and  Pyer  v. 
Carter  (y),  so  far  aa  it  rested  upon  the  doctrine  of  implied 
reservation  pure  and  simple,  was  declared  to  be  overruled.  In 
this  case  one  Tetley  was  the  owner  of  property  in  Derby,  in- 
cluding a  silk  manufactory  and  some  vacant  land  adjoining.  In 
one  of  the  workshops  of  the  manufactory  were  some  windows 
which  opened  upon  the  vacant  land.  Tetley  first  sold  and  con- 
veyed the  vacant  land  to  the  plaintiff's  predecessor  in  title,  and 


(o)  (1868),  L.  B.  6  Eq.  252 ;  see  this 
case  oommented  on  in  Austerbeny  t. 
Corporation  of  Oldham  (1886),  L.  R.  29 
Ch.  Div.  at  p.  774. 

ip)  Sec  also  J)avie8  y.  Sear  (1869), 
L.  R.  7  Eq.  427. 

{q)  (1870),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  166. 


(r)  Page  126. 

(»)  (1876),  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  D.  18. 
{t)  (1862),  7  H.  &  N.  722. 
(u)  (1866),  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  365. 
(x)  (1879),  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Diy.  31. 
(y)  (1867),  1  H.  &  N.  916. 
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fthen  sold  the  manufactory  to  the  defendant.    The  defendant    No  implied 

Maimed  for  his  manufactory  an  easement  of  light  and  air  over 1 

the  plaintifE's  property,  and  argued  that  such  an  easement,  as  Burrows^' 
<x>ntinuous  and  apparent,  was  reserved  by  implication  upon  the 
sale  of  the  vacant  land  (s).  This  claim  was  negatived  by  Bacon, 
V.-C,  who  explained  all  the  eases  in  which  any  reservation  had 
been  implied  as  cases  of  necessity,  and  said  that  in  this  case  it  was 
not  *  necessary'  that  the  windows  in  the  workshop  should  exist. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  affirming  this  decision,  was 
expressed  by  Lord  Justice  Thesiger. 

After  stating  the  facts,  the  Lord  Justice  continued  as  follows : 
— "We  have  had  a  considerable  number  of  cases  cited  to  xis, 
and  out  of  them  I  think  that  two  propositions  may  be  stated  as 
what  I  may  call  the  general  rules  governing  cases  of  this  kind. 
The  first  of  these  rules  is,  that,  on  the  grant  by  the  owner  of  a 
tenement  of  part  of  that  tenement  as  it  is  then  used  and  en- 
joyed (a),  there  will  pass  to  the  grantee  all  those  continuous  and 
apparent  easements  (by  which,  of  course,  I  mean  quasi-easements), 
or,  in  other  words,  all  those  easements  which  are  necessary  to  the 
reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  property  granted,  and  which  have 
been  and  are  at  the  time  of  the  grant  used  by  the  owner  of  tlie 
entirety  for  the  benefit  of  the  part  granted.  The  second  proposi- 
.tion  is  that,  if  the  grantor  intends  to  reserve  any  right  over  the 
tenement  granted,  it  is  his  duty  to  reserve  it  expressly  in  the 
grant.  Those  are  the  general  rules  governing  cases  of  this  kind, 
but  the  second  of  those  rules  is  subject  to  certain  exceptions. 
One  of  those  exceptions  is  the  well-known  exception  which 
attaches  to  cases  of  what  are  called  ways  of  necessity;  and  I  do 
.not  dispute  for  a  moment  that  there  may  be,  and  probably  are, 
certain  other  exceptions,  to  which  I  shall  refer  before  I  close  my 
observations  on  this  case.  Both  of  the  general  rules  which  I  have 
mentioned  are  founded  upon  a  maxim  which  is  as  well  established 
by  authority  as  it  is  consonant  to  reason  and  common  sense,  viz., 
that  a  grantor  shall  not  derogate  from  his  grant." 

His  Lordship  then  went  through  the  principal  decisions  seriatim, 
in  order  to  show  that  they  illustrated  these  rules.    He  treated 


{z)  Botb  properties  bad  'been  pat  up  veyanoe  execated. 
for  eale  under  one  set  of  conditions,  (a)  Clearly,  the   Lord   Justice  does 

the   defendant's    tenement    not   beiog  not  mean  that  these  words  are  necessary 

then  sold.    A  point  was  raised  on  this,  in  order  to  bring  the  oise  within  the 

but  was  held  to  be  untenable  after  con-  operation  of  the  rule. 


166 


ACQUISITION  OP  EASEMENTS. 


No  implied 
reservation. 

Wheeldon  v. 
Bwrrowt, 


[Nicholas  v.  Chamberlain  (6)  as  probably  a  case  of  necessity,  and 
considered  Pyer  v.  Carter  {c)  as  the  only  break  in  the  current 
of  authority  against  the  doctrine  of  implied  reservation.  After 
dealing  with  the  exception  to  the  rule  in  cases  of  necessity,  which 
is  illustrated  by  Pinnington  v.  Galland  (d)  and  Davies  v.  Sear  (p), 
he  continued  as  follows : — "  Upon  the  question  whether  there  is 
any  other  exception  I  must  refer  both  to  Pyer  v.  Carter  {c)  and 
to  Richards  v.  Bose  (/) ;  and  although  it  is  quite  unnecessary  for 
us  to  decide  the  point,  it  seems  to  me  there  is  a  possible  way  in 
which  these  cases  can  be  supported  without  in  any  way  departing 
from  the  general  maxims  upon  which  we  base  our  judgment  in 
this  case.  I  have  already  pointed  to  the  special  circumstances 
in  Pyer  v.  Carter;  and  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  anything 
unreasonable  in  supposing  in  such  a  case,  where  the  defendant 
under  his  grant  is  to  take  this  easement,  which  had  been  enjoyed 
during  the  unity  of  ownership,  of  pouring  his  water  upon  the 
grantor's  land,  he  should  also  be  held  to  take  it  subject  to  the 
reciprocal  and  mutual  easement  by  which  that  very  same  water 
was  carried  into  the  drain  on  that  land  and  then  back  through  the 
land  of  the  person  from  whose  land  the  water  came.  It  seems  to 
me  to  be  consistent  with  reason  and  common  sense  that  these 
reciprocal  easements  should  be  implied;  and,  although  it  is  not 
necessary  to  decide  the  point,  it  seems  to  me  worthy  of  considera- 
tion in  any  after  case,  if  the  question  whether  Pyer  v.  Carter  is 
right  or  wrong  comes  for  discussion,  to  consider  that  point. 
Richards  v.  Rose  (^),  although  not  identically  open  to  exactly  the 
same  reasoning  as  would  apply  to  Pyer  v.  Carter ^  still  appears  to 
me  to  be  open  to  analogous  reasoning.  Two  houses  had  existed 
for  some  time,  each  supporting  the  other :  is  there  anything  un- 
reasonable— ^is  there  not,  on  the  contrary,  something  very  reason- 
able— to  suppose  in  that  case  that  the  man  who  takes  a  grant  of 
the  house  first  and  takes  it  with  the  right  of  support  from  that 
adjoining  house,  should  also  give  to  that  adjoining  house  a 
reciprocal  right  of  support  from  his  own  "  (A)  ? 

The  Lord  Justice  concluded  by  distinguishing  this  case  from 


[h)  (1607),  Cro.  Jao.  121;  above, 
p.  118. 

(<?)  (1867),  1  H.  &  N.  916:  above, 
p.  168. 

Id)  (1863),  9  Exch.  1. 

[e)  (1869),  L.  R.  7  Eq.  427. 


(/)  (1853),  9  Ex.  218;  above,  p.  159. 

ig)  (1853),  9  Ex.  218. 

(h)  Cf.  the  observations  of  Cockbum, 
G.  J.,  in  Angus  v.  Dalton,  L.  B.  8 
Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  116. 
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Ko  implied 
reflervatioii. 


WheeldonY, 
Burrows. 


[Swanborough  v.  Coventry y  and  Compton  Y.RichardSy  quoted  above  (i), 
which  appear  to  constitute  another  exception  to  the  rule,  on  the 
ground  that  here  there  was  no  simultaneous  sale,  the  facts  com- 
mencing with  an  absolute  conveyance.  James,  L.  J.,  who  concurred, 
was  disposed  to  treat  Nicholas  v.  Chamberlain  (k)  as  a  case  of  parcels, 
the  conduit  being  treated  as  a  corporeal  part  of  the  house,  '*  just  as 
in  any  old  city  there  are  cellars  projecting  under  other  houses  "  (/). 

Wlieeldon  v.  Burrows  has  been  often  followed  (w),  and  must  now 
be  regarded  as  settled  law. 

But  in  Russell  v.  Watts  («),  while  the  authority  of  Wlieeldon  v.  Implied 
Burrows  was  not  questioned,  the  House  of  Lords  came  to  the  j^^^^n^ 
conclusion  that  the  grantor  had,  in  the  case  before  them,  in  fact  Watts. 
reserved  an  easement  of  support. 

The  following  were  the  material  facts: — ^In  March,  1866,  the 
Corporation  of  Liverpool  granted  to  one  Jeffery  seven  leases  of 
as  many  adjoining  plots  of  land,  subject  to  covenants  binding  him 
and  his  assigns  to  build  on  the  several  plots  according  to  plans  to 
be  approved  by  the  council  of  the  borough,  and  to  keep  the  build- 
ings in  repair.  The  buildings  were  to  be  connected  internally  so 
as  to  form  one  large  edifice,  but  were  to  be  separable  at  any  time 
by  closing  the  internal  communications.  The  plans,  as  approved 
by  the  council,  showed  a  building  on  one  of  the  plots  (B),  divided 
from  another  plot  (C)  by  a  main  wall  standing  on  the  boundary 
between  (B)  and  (C),  so  as  to  be  partly  in  (B)  and  partly  in  (C) ; 
and  in  this  wall  were  shown  windows  looking  out  from  (B)  into  a 
court-yard  forming  part  of  (C).  The  plans  also  showed  the 
building  plot  (B)  divided  from  a  third  plot  (E)  by  a  similar  wall, 
also  situate  on  the  boundary  line  between  these  two  plots,  and 
having  windows  overlooking  (E). 

Li  June,  1866,  the  main  wall  with  the  window  spaces  between 
(B)  and  (C)  being  almost  completed  (o),  Jeffery  mortgaged  plot  (C). 


(0  Pagea  130  and  128. 

[k)  (1607),  Cro.  Jac.  121. 

(/)  Cf.  Franei*  v.  Hayward  (1882), 
L.  R.  22  Ch.  Div.  177 ;  Layboum  t. 
Gridley,  [1892]  2  Ch.  63. 

(m)  See  Allen  v.  Taylor  (1880),  L.  R. 
16  Ch.  D.  355;  RuueUy,  WatU  (1885), 
li.  R.  10  App.  Caii.  590;  Wattm  v. 
TrtmghtoH  (1883),  48  L.  T.  508 ;  Taws 
▼.  Knou:l4f9,  [1891]  2  Q.  B.  564  ; 
JSotcarth  v.  Armstrong  (1897),  77  L.  T. 
62  ;  TTnUn  Lighterage  Co,  v.  London 
Graving  Dock  Co,,  [1901]  2  Ch.  300; 


on  appeal,  [19021  2  Ch.  567;  Hay 
V.  Hazeldincy  [1904]  2  Ch.  17 ;  and  the 
mining  cases  quoted  below.  Part  III. 
Chap.  IV.,  including  Love  v.  Bell  (1884), 
L.  R.  9  App.  Cas.  286. 

(«)  (1886),  L.  R.  10  A.  C.  590 ;  cf. 
Eaylca  v.  Pease  and  Partners,  Ltd.,  [1899] 
1  Ch.  567;  Battefi  Pooll  v.  Kennedy, 
[1907]  1  Ch.  266. 

(o)  Per  Lord  Selborne,  L.  R.  10  A.  C. 
at  p.  600 ;  contra,  the  statement  in  25 
Ch.  DiT.  at  p.  664. 
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Implied 
MBervation. 

RusneU  v. 
Watts, 


[In  September,  1866,  he  mortgaged  plot  (E),  In  December,  1866, 
he  mortgaged  plot  (B).  In  1867  or  1868  the  buildings  were 
completed  without  any  interference  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagees. 
TJltimately  all  the  mortgagees  foreclosed ;  and,  the  mortgagees  of 
(C)  and  (E)  having  blocked  up  the  windows  in  the  dividing  walls 
above  referred  to,  the  mortgagee  of  (B)  brought  this  action. 

Obviously,  it  followed  from  Wheeldon  v.  Burrows  that,  on  the 
occasion  of  the  mortgages  of  (C)  and  (E),  there  was  no  implied 
reservation  of  an  easement  of  light  to  the  windows  in  question. 
But  Bacon,  V.-C,  decided  for  the  plaintiff;  and  his  decision, 
reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  was  restored  by  the  House  of 
Lords. 

The  Vice- Chancellor's  judgment  proceeded  chiefly  on  the 
ground  that  the  owners  of  (C)  ajid  (E),  having  without  objection 
permitted  the  dividing  walls  to  be  completed  and  the  windows  to 
be  opened  according  to  the  plans,  could  not  afterwards  turn  round 
and  block  up  the  windows  ;  and  lindley,  L.  J.,  who  dissented  from 
the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  apparently 
took  the  same  view.  But  the  Lords  Justices  Cotton  and  Fry,  who 
constituted  the  majority  of  the  Court,  pointed  out  that  Jeffery  and 
the  mortgagees  of  (B)  were  under  no  misapprehension  as  to  their 
rights,  so  that  the  doctrine  of  acquiescence  did  not  apply  {p). 

The  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  proceeded  on  somewhat 
different  grounds.  As  to  the  windows  looking  on  to  (C),  Lord 
Selborne  relied  upon  a  clause  in  the  mortgage  of  June,  1866, 
whereby  it  was  agreed  and  declared  between  and  by  the  parties 
that  Jeffery  should  build  on  the  mortgaged  land  "  such  erections, 
buildings,  and  conveniences  "  as  should  in  all  respects  correspond 
to  the  plans  approved  of  by  the  surveyor  to  the  mortgagees.  The 
dividing  wall,  he  said,  with  the  windows  in  question,  was,  as  to 
part  of  its  thickness,  to  be  erected  on  (C) ;  and,  as  to  this  part, 
Jeffery  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  agreement.  The  mort- 
gagees had  therefore  agreed  that  a  part  of  the  outer  wall  of  house 
(B)  might  stand  within  the  verge  of  (C),  and  should  have  in  it 
particular  windows  opening  upon  and  overlooking  (C)  ;  and  they 
could  not  now  obstruct  these  windows.  He  also  thought  that  tho 
principle  of  the  cases  {q)  upon  covenants  between  vendors  and 
purchasers  as  to  general  plans  of  building,  was  applicable. 


(p)  Above,  p.  67. 

[q)   What}nan  v.  Gibson  (1839),  9  Sim. 
196 ;  47  R.  R.  214  ;  Colcsy.  Sims  (1853), 


Kay,  66  ;  Child  y,  Douglas  (1854),  Kay, 
660. 
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Implied 
re><ervatioD. 


JTattt. 


[In  the  mortgage  of  (E),  the  mutual  covenants  above  referred  to 
were  not  found ;  but  it  recited  the  lease  to  JefPery,  and  assigned 
the  buildings  '^  then  standing  and  being  or  in  course  of  erection  " 
upon  the  land.  The  mortgagee  thus  became  lessee  by  assignment 
of  the  lease  and  buildings  in  statu  quo,  with  notice  (as  from  the 
facts  his  Lordship  inferred)  of  the  general  plan  on  which  they  had 
been  built,  on  the  footing  of  which  all  Jeffery's  expenditure  had 
been  made,  and  in  which  both  the  corporation,  as  lessees  of  the 
estate,  and  Jeffery,  as  lessee  of  the  premises  demised  by  the  other 
leases,  were  interested.  The  mortgagee  could  not  imder  these 
circumstances  interfere  with  the  masonry  of  the  wall  which  crossed 
his  boundary ;  and,  if  restricted  so  far,  he  was  restricted  also  jets  to 
the  lights  in  the  wall. 

Lord  Fitzgerald  agreed  with  Lord  Selbome,  and  laid  stress  on 
the  '^  common  interdependent  design "  to  be  gathered  from  the 
plans. 

Lord  Blackburn,  who  dissented,  differed  from  Lord  Selbome  as 
to  the  oonstraction  of  the  covenant  above  referred  to. 

The  case  rested  on  very  special  circumstances,  which  are  scarcely 
likely  to  occur  again. 

The  same  observation  perhaps  applies  to  T/iomas  v.  Ou:en{r),  Thonuuy. 
There  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  yearly  tenants  of  adjoining  ^^'^' 
farms  under  one  landlord  ;  and  a  made  and  fenced  lane  ran  over 
the  defendant's  farm  and  led  to  the  farm  occupied  by  the  plaintiff. 
In  1873  the  defendant's  farm  was  demised  to  him  for  a  term,  the 
area  of  the  lane  being  included  in  the  demise  and  no  right  of  way 
over  it  being  expressly  reserved.  In  1878  the  landlord  demised  to 
the  plaintiff  the  farm  occupied  by  him  with  the  "  appurtenances 
thereto  belonging."  A  contest  having  arisen,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  of  way  over  the  lane.  The  Court  relied  on 
"the  fact  that  at  the  date  of  the  lease  of  1873  the  plaintiff  had  a 
yearly  tenancy  of  his  farm  with  an  implied  right  to  use  the  lane  as 
a  road  "  subsisting  visibly  for  the  convenience  of  the  plaintiff's 
farm,"  and  they  apparently  took  the  view  that  in  order  to  support 
this  right  a  reservation  from  the  defendant's  lease  must  be  implied; 
and  that  not  only  during  the  continuance  of  the  plaintiff's  yearly 
tenancy,  but  during  the  whole  term  of  the  defendant's  lease  (9).]    * 


(r)  (1887),  L.  R.  20  Q.  B.  Div.  225. 
It  does  not  appear  bj  the  report  that 
Wheeldon  v.  Burrow*  was  cited,  but 
dcubtless  it  was  present  to  the  minds 


of  the  Court. 

(«)  Compare  Couttt  v.  Oorham,  cited 
above,  p.  126.  If  the  principle  applied 
in  that  case  had  been  applied  here,  the 
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reeervatioDh 

Civil  lawi 


The  current  of  authority  in  the  civil  law  is  in  favour  of  the 
position,  that  all  servitudes,  indiscriminately,  were  extinguished  by 
unity  of  ownership,  and  that  none  were  revived  by  a  subsequent 
severance,  except  possibly  those  of  necessity  (t).  And,  although  it 
was  competent  to  the  owner  of  two  tenements,  on  alienating  one  of 
them,  to  impose  a  servitude  upon  it,  for  the  benefit  of  the  one  he 
still  retained,  or  vice  versA  (w),  and  such  imposition,  even  though 
in  terms,  binding  on  the  person  of  the  possessor  only,  would, 
nevertheless,  bind  the  servient  tenement  into  whosoever  hands  the 
two  tenements  respectively  might  pass  (x) ;  yet,  unless  the  precise 
nature  of  the  servitude  was  specified  upon  alienation,  no  obligation 
whatever  was  imposed.  The  general  expression,  "quibus  est 
servitus  utique  est,"  was  binding  as  to  strangers  only ;  and  even 
the  general  reservation,  that  the  alienated  tenement  '^  should  be 
servient,"  appears  to  have  been  insufiicient  to  prevent  the  vendee 
from  disturbing  the  servitudes  of  his  vendor. 

It  would  appear,  however,  that  the  insertion  of  the  clause 
*^  quibus  est  servitus  utique  est,"  would,  in  such  a  case,  prevent 
the  purchaser  of  one  tenement  from  disturbing  a  manifestly 
existing  servitude  of  the  other,  supposing  the  owner  to  alienate 
both  at  the  same  time  (y).      On  the  other  hand,  there  is  one 


plaintiff  would  have  failed,  the  landlord 
not  having  reserved  the  right  of  way  on 
granting  the  lease  of  1873,  and  the 
plaintiff  taking  his  lease  in  1878  out  of 
the  reversion  which  the  Inndlord  then 
had.  See  Gordon  y.  OffUvie  (1899),  15 
Tim€8  L.  R.  239. 

(t)  MarceUus  respondit,  qui  hinas 
ledes  hahebat,  si  altems  legavit,  non 
dubium  est  quin  hsres  (alias)  possit 
altius  toUendo  obscurare  lumina  lega- 
tarum  tedium.  Non  autem  (semper) 
simile  est  itineris  argumentnm :  quia 
sine  aocessu  nullum  est  fructns  lega- 
turn :  habitare  autem  potest  et  fedibus 
obscuratis. — Dig.  8,  2,  10,  de  serv. 
prsed.  urb. 

[Sed  ita  offioere  luminibus  et  ob- 
sourare  leg^atas  sedes  oonceditur  ut  non 
penitus  lumen  reclndatur,  sed  tantum 
relinquatur  quantum  suffioit  in  usus 
diumi  moderatione. — Ibid.] 

(m)  Duorum  pnediorum  dominus,  si 
alterum  ed  lege  tibi  dederit,  ut  id  pne- 
dium,  quod  datur,  serviat  ei  quod  ipse 
retiuet,  vel  oontr^ :  jure  imposita  ser- 
vitus intelligitur. — Dig.  8,  4,  3,  oomm. 
pried. 

{x)  Cum  fundo,  quern  ex  duobus  re- 


tinuit  venditor,  aquas  duceodae  servitus 
imposita  sit,  empto  pnedio  qunsita 
servitus  distraotum  denuo  pnedium 
sequitur;  nee  ad  rem  pertinet,  quod 
stipulatio,  qua  pcsnam  promitti  placuit, 
ad  personam  emptoris,  si  ei  forte  fmi 
non  liouisset,  relata  est. — Dig.  8,  3,  36, 
de  serv.  praed.  rust. 

In  tradendis  unis  SBdibns  ab  eo  qui 
binas  habet,  species  servitutis  ezpri- 
menda  est :  ne  si  generaliter  servire 
dictum  erit,  aut  nihil  valeat  quia  inoer- 
tum  sit  qusB  servitus  ezcepta  sit,  aut 
omnia  servitus  imponi  debeat. — Dig.  8, 
4,  7,  comm.  prsed. 

Si  cum  duaa  haberem  insulas  duobus 
eodem  momento  tradidero,  •  videndum 
est,  an  servitus  alterutris  imposita 
valeat :  quia  alienis  quidem  oedibus  neo 
imponi  neo  adquiri  servitus  potest ;  sed, 
ante  traditionem  peraotam  suis  ma>as 
acquirit  vel  imponit  is  qui  tradit, 
ideoque  valebit  servitus. — Dig.  8,  4,  8, 
Ibid. 

(y)  Quidquid  venditor  servitutis  no- 
mine sibi  redpere  vxdt,  nominatim 
reoipi  oportet.  If  am  iUa  generalis  re- 
ceptio,  **  quibus  est  servitus  utique  est," 
ad  eztraneos  pertinet,  ipai  nmil  pto- 
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passage  in  the  Digest  which  distinotlj  reoognizes  the  principle  of      Implied 
the  disposition  by  the  owner  of  two  tenements  (z). 


Civil  law. 


Sect.  2. — Easements  of  NeceBsity, 

Another  class  of  easements  acquired  by  implied  grant  are  those  Nature  of 
which    are  usually  termed  "  Easements  of  Necessity,"  though  ^^^^^  "** 
they  might  with  more  correctness  be  called — Easements  incident 
to  some  act  of  the  owners  of  the  dominant  and  servient  tenements, 
without  which  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  severance  cannot 
be  carried  into  effect  (a). 

The  easement  called  a  Way  of  Necessity  is,  in  reality,  only 
a  single  species  of  this  class,  and  .is  necessary  '^  only  in  a  partial 
sense,  as  being  a  necessary  incident "  {h)  to  the  instrument 
creating  the  estate  to  which  the  easement  is  appendant. 

Ways  of  necessity,  of  a  different  kind,  are  mentioned  by 
Dodderidge,  J.,  in  Shury  v.  Pigott  (c), — ways  "to  the  church  or 
to  market'*  {d). 

Under  this  head,  likewise,  come  easements  incident  to  the 
rights  which  a  party  has  in  virtue  of  his  office,  as  a  right  of  entry 
in  the  parson  to  take  away  his  tithes  :   Payne  v.  Brighain  {c) ; 


Bpicit  Tonditori  ad  jura  ejus  conaer- 
▼anda :  nulla  enim  nabuit :  quia  Demo 
ipae  sibi  servitatem  debet :  quimmo,  et 
ri  debita  fuit  servitus,  deinde  dominium 
rei  seryientia  penrenit  ad  me,  conse- 
qauDter  dicitur  exting^  sezritutem. — 
Dig.  8,  4,  10,  oomm.  pned. 

(2)  Bioas  quis  sedes  habebat  una  con- 
tignatioxie  tectas;  utrasque  diversis 
legavit.  Dixi  —  ex  regione  cuj  usque 
domini  fore  tigna;  neo  nllam  invioem 
habitoros  actionem,  jus  non  esse  immia- 
somhab&e.  Nee  interest,  pur^  utrisque, 
an  sub  conditione  alter!  eedes  legates 
sint. — Dig.  8,  2,  36,  de  serv.  prsed.  urb. ; 
[and  see  the  Dutch  '<  Gonsnltatien,"  2 
Deel,  casus  145.] 

(a)  [In  view  A  the  above  explanation 
of  the  term,  it  would  appear  to  be 
hardly  necessary  to  state  that  the  owner 
of  a  tenement  has  no  right  of  acoesu 
thereto  over  lands  of  lus  neighbour, 
merely  because  he  has  no  other  means 
of  access.  There  is,  however,  an  express 
dedaion  of  the  Court  of  Session  to  this 


effect  (Menziex  v.  Breadalbane  (No.  2), 
4  F.  59,  Mews'  Digest,  1902,  col.  94).  In 
order  to  found  a  claim  to  an  eaHement  of 
necessity,  unity  of  ownership  of  the 
dominant  and  servient  tenements  at 
some  time  is  essential,  as  in  the  absence 
of  such  unity  no  grant  can  be  implied.] 

(b)  1  Wms.  Saund.  323a  n. ;  1  Notes 
to  ISaund.  570. 

ie)  (1625),  3  Bulstrode,  340. 

(d)  [These  are  not  strictly  easements, 
but  customary  rights ;  see  above,  p.  3, 
and  below.  Part  III.  Chap.  III.] 

{e)  (1685),  2  Lutw.  1313.  Cf.  Wise- 
man V.  Denham  (1623),  Palmer,  341 ; 
ShapcottY.  Mugford  (1697),  1  Ld.  Ray. 
187  ;  South  v.  Jones  (1720),  1  Strange, 
245;  1  RoUe  Rep.  172,  420;  1  Rolle 
Abr.  109,  action  on  the  case,  N.  pi.  36. 
In  Ja}nes  v.  Dods  (1834),  2  C.  &  M. 
266,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that 
a  rector,  though  entitled  to  the  use  of 
whatever  roads  existed  on  the  farm  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  away  his  tithes, 
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Nature  of     and  also  a  riirht  to  make  the  erssB  into  hay  on  the  land  where  it 

easements  of  /  /.\ 

necesaity.       grew  (/ ). 

"~  It  would  seem  from  an  observation  of  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  in 

Morris  v.  Edgington  (^),  that,  although  in  these  cases  there  might 
exist  some  other  mode  of  access,  yet,  if  the  way  claimed  "  was 
necessary  for  the  most  convenient  enjoyment"  of  the  thing 
demised,  it  would  be  a  way  of  necessity.  This  doctrine,  however, 
seems  [foreign]  to  the  principle  on  which  the  right  to  ways 
of  necessity  is  supported ;  and  appears  to  [be  only  another 
way  of  stating  the  doctrine  of  the  disposition  of  the  owner 
of  two  tenements,  treated  of  in  the  preceding  sections  of  this 
chapter. 

And  the  rule  established  by  recent  decisions  is  that  "  an  ease- 
ment of  necessity  is  one  without  which  the  property  retained  upon 
a  severance  cannot  be  used  at  all ;  not  one  which  is  merely 
necessary  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  that  property  (^)."] 

In  Dand  v.  Kingscofe  (/),  it  was  held,  that  under  an  exception 
of  all  seams  of  coal,  and  a  reservation  of  right  to  dig  pits  for 
getting  such  coal,  all  things  that  were  dependent  on  that  right 
and  necessary  for  the  obtaining  it  were  reserved  also,  according 
to  the  rule  in  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  p.  100;  and  that,  con- 
sequently, the  coal-owner  had,  as  incident  to  the  liberty  to  dig 
pits,  the  right  to  fix  such  machineiy  as  would  be  necessary  to 
drain  the  mines,  and  draw  the  coals  from  the  pits. 

Lifor^i  Case,  So,  in  Lifovd^s  Case  {k),  where  a  lessor  excepted  all  trees  of  a 
certain  age  growing  on  the  estate  demised,  and  the  lessee  brought 
an  action  of  trespass  against  certain  parties  claiming  under  the 
lessor,  for  entering  upon  the  lands  to  see  the  condition  of  the 


Deind  v. 
Kingtcote, 


had  DO  right  except  by  express  grant  or 
prescription  to  prevent  the  occupier 
from  making  such  alterations  as  were 
advantageous  to  his  land,  though  the 
accustomed  road  was  thereby  stopped 
up,  provided  such  alterations  were  made 
buna  fide  and  not  with  any  vexatious 
intention  towards  the  tithe- owner. 

(/)  I  Relic,  Abr.  Dismep,  X.  pi.  3. 

(J)  (1810),  3  Taunt.  28  ;  12R.  Ja.579. 
[Cf.  some  observations  of  Bowen,  L.  J., 
in  Bnyley  v.  Great  Westet-n  Railway 
(1884),  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  at  p.  463.] 

(A)  Per  Stirling,  L.  J.,  Union  Lighter^ 
age  Co,  v.  London  Grating  Dock  Co., 
[1902]  2  Ch.  667.  573  ;  followed  in  •Bay 
V.  Hazeldine,  [1904]  2  Ch.  17;  and  see 
TiUhmareh  v.  Boysion    Water  Co.  Ltd. 


(1900),  81  L.  T.  673. 

(»)  (1840),  6  M.  &  W.  174  ;  55  R.  R. 
560.  [See  further  as  to  subsidiary 
rights  of  this  kind,  Part  IV.  Chap.  I.  ; 
and  as  to  the  rights  granted  or  reserved 
to  mine-owners,  Earl  of  Cardigan  v. 
Armitage  (1823),  2  B.  &  C.  197  ;  26 
R.  R.  313;  Proud  Y,  Bates  (1865),  34 
L.  J.  Ch.  406  ;  Ramsay  v.  Blair  (1876), 
L.  R.  1  App.  Cas.  701 ;  of.  Batten  JPboU 
V.  Kennedy,  [1907]  1  Ch.  256.  As  to 
support,  see  below,  Part  III.  Chap.  IV.] 

(k)  (1615),  11  Report,  52.  [See  ahio 
Tosterv.  Spooner  (1583),  Cro.  feliz.  17; 
Hodgson  v.  Field  (1826),  7  East,  613 ; 
8  R.  R.  701 ;  Eewitt  v.  Isham  (1851), 
21  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Exch.  85.] 
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trees,  it  was  resolved  by  the  whole  Court,  that,  "  when  the  lessor  Eaaements  of 

IIOCCSBltV 

excepted  the  trees,  and  afterwards  had  an  intention  to  sell  them,  ~ '— 

the  law  gave  him  and  them  who  would  buy,  power,  as  incident  to    ^^^'^  '    *^' 

the  exception,  to  enter  and  show  the  trees  to  those  who  would 

have  them,  for  without  sight  none  would  buy,  and  without  entry 

they  could  not  see  them ;  as  in  9  H.  6,  29  b,  a  man  seised  of  a^ 

house  in  a  borough,  &g.,  devisable,  devised  it  to  a  woman  in  tail, 

and,  if  the  woman  died  without  issue,  that  his  executor  might  sell 

and  dispose  of  it  for  his  soul ;  in  that  case  the  executor  might,  by 

the  law,  enter  into  the  house  to  see  if  it  was  well  repaired  or  not, 

to  the  intent  to  know  at  what  value  the  reversion  is  to  be  sold. 

Quod  fuit  concessum  per  totam  curiam.     The  law  gives  power  to 

him  who  ought  to  repair  a  bridge  to  enter  into  the  land,  and  to 

him  who  has  a  conduit  on  the  land  of  another  to  enter  into  the 

land  to  mend  it,  when  occasion  requires ;  as  it  is  resolved  9  E  4, 

35  a.    So  it  is  agreed  in  2  E.  2,  Bar.  f.  237.     If  I  grant  you  my 

trees  in  my  wood,  you  may  come  with  carts  over  my  land  to  carry 

the  wood.     Lex  est,  cuicunque  aliquis  quid  concedit,  concedere 

videtur  et  id  sine  quo  res  ipsa  esse  non  potuit ;  and  this  is  a  maxim 

in  law." 

From  this,  as  well  as  other  authorities,  it  appears  that  the 
inference  of  law  arises  equally  whether  the  easement  is  incident 
to  a  grant  or  a  reservation  (/). 

In  Lord  Darcy  v.  Askiciih  (w),  where  an  action  of  waste  was  LordDarcy 
brought  against  the  defendant  for  felling  oak  trees,  the  only  ^'  ^»^'**'*^''- 
question  was — whether  the  lessor  by  leasing  coal  mines  did,  by 
implication  of  law,  give  power  to  the  lessee  to  fell  timber  for  the 
use  of  the  coal  mines.  It  was  agreed  that  the  grant  of  a  thing 
did  carry  all  things  included,  without  which  the  thing  granted 
could  not  be  had.  But  this  case  was  adjudged  \nA  voce  against 
the  defendant ;  for  it  must  be  understood  of  things  incident  and 
directly  necessaiy.  Thus,  if  I  give  you  the  fish  in  my  waters, 
you  may  fish  with  nets,  but  you  may  not  cut  the  banks  to  lay  the 
waters  dry.  If  I  grant  or  reserve  woods,  it  implies  a  liberty  to 
take  and  carry  them  away. 


(/)  [Finninglon  v.  Galland  (1853),   9      tn  Uniim  Lighterage  Co.  y,  London  Graving 
Exch.  1,  ace*.;  of.  WheeUUmY,  Burroict      j)oek   Co..   [19021   2   Oh.  657;    Eay  v. 

Ch.  D.  at  p.  614;  and  the  judgments         (m)  (1618),  Hobart,  234. 
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Easemenis  of 
neceeaity. 


Meg,  V. 
Clmcorth, 


Rolle. 


Williams. 


In  an  anonymous  case(»),  it  is  said,  per  curiam,  ^'If  a  man, 
either  by  grant  or  prescription,  have  a  right  to  wreck  thrown  upon 
another's  land,  of  necessary  consequence  he  has  a  right  to  a  way 
over  the  same  land  to  take  it." 

And  again,  in  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Clutcorth{o),  by 
Holt,  C.  J.,  "  If  one  have  land  adjoining  on  a  navigable  river, 
every  one  that  uses  that  river  has,  if  occasion  be,  a  right  to  a  way 
by  brink  of  water  over  that  land,  or  farther  in,  if  necessary." 

This  general  right  to  tow  (dong  the  banks  of  navigable  rivers  is 
denied  in  Ball  v.  Herbert  (jt)),  unless  founded  either  on  statute  or 
custom. 

Easements  of  this  nature  are  thus  described  in  EoUe's  Abridg- 
ment— 

'^  If  I  have  a  field  enclosed  by  my  own  land  on  all  sides,  and  I 
alien  this  close  to  another,  he  shall  have  a  way  to  this  close  over 
my  land,  as  incident  to  the  grant ;  for  otherwise  he  cannot  have 
any  benefit  by  the  grant. 

"And  the  grantor  shall  assign  the  way  where  he  can  best 
spare  it. 

"  So,  too,  if  the  close  aliened  be  not  entirely  enclosed  by  my 
land,  but  partly  by  the  land  of  strangers ;  for  he  cannot  go  over 
the  land  of  strangers.     Quaere  (y)." 

The  chapter  of  Bolle,  in  which  these  sections  occur,  is 
headed — "  In  what  case  one  thing  shall  pass  by  grant  of  another 
— Incidents" — and  the  first  pi.  is,  "The  grant  of  a  thing  passes 
everything  included  therein,  without  which  the  thing  granted 
could  not  be  had" :  pi.  16  is,  "If  a  man  grant  or  reserve  wood, 
that  implies  liberty  to  take  and  carry  it  away ; "  thus  evidently 
treating  it  as  a  necessary  implication  of  the  intention  of  the 
grantor,  as  in  the  case  of  all  other  incidents  which  the  law  attaches 
to  grants. 

The  general  rule  is  thus  stated  by  Serjeant  Williams :  "  Where 
a  man  having  a  close  surrounded  with  his  own  land,  grants  the 
close  to  another  in  fee,  for  life  or  years,  the  grantee  shall  have  a 
way  to  the  close  over  the  grantor's  land,  as  incident  to  the  grant. 


(n)  (1706),  6  Mod.  149. 

(o)  (1705),  6  Hod.  163. 

{p)  (1789),  d  T.  B.  253  ;  1  R.  B.  695. 
[See  Conaervaion  of  Siror  Lea  t.  BtUUm 


(1881),  L.  B.  6  App.  Caa.  685.] 

{q)  2  BoUe,  Abr.  tit.  Graant,  Z.  pi. 
17,  18;  1  Wms.  Saimd.  323,  n. ;  l 
Notes  to  Saund.  570;  Yin.  Abr.  Grantz. 
Z.  pi.  17,  18. 
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for  without  it  he  cannot  derive  any  benefit  from  the  grant.    So  it      Ways  of 
is  where  he  grants  the  land  and  reserves  the  close  to  himself  (r)." 


In  Jorden  v.  Aticood  («),  the  defendant  was  seised  of  a  messuage  Jorden  r. 
which  had  a  way  appendant  to  it  over  a  certain  dose.  It  appears 
to  be  admitted  in  the  argument  that  there  was  no  other  way  to  the 
house.  This  close  the  defendant  bought,  and  afterwards  enfeoflFed 
the  plaintiff  thereof,  making  no  reservation  of  the  way ;  and  the 
present  action  was  brought  for  the  defendant  continuing  to  use  the 
way.  The  judges  differed  in  opinion,  some  holding  that  the  way 
was  not  extinguished;  others,  that  it  was  the  defendant's  own 
folly  not  to  have  reserved  it;  but  judgment  was  given  for  the 
defendant.  Bat  it  is  stated  in  2  Sid.  Ill,  that,  on  searching  the 
roll  in  this  case,  it  was  found  that  judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff. 

In  Packer  v.  Wehted  (t)  there  was  a  special  verdict,  finding  that  Taeker  r. 
there  were  three  parcels  of  land,  and  the  necessary  and  private  ^  ^  ' 
way  was  out  of  the  first  into  the  second,  and  out  of  the  two  first 
into  the  third  parcel.  J.  S.  purchased  the  three  parcels,  and  then 
aliened  the  two  first  to  J.  N. ;  and  the  question  was,  if  he  should 
have  a  way  over  the  two  first  parcels  to  his  third  parcel.  The 
jurors  also  found  that  the  alienation  was  by  feoffment,  and  that 
there  was  no  other  way  to  come  at  the  land  not  aliened  but  over 
the  other  land.  After  two  arguments,  the  Court  gave  judgment 
for  the  defendant,  ^'  that  he  might  take  a  convenient  way  without 
permission  (sans  le  gree)  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  law  would  then 
adjudge  whether  such  way  were  convenient  and  sufficient  or  other- 
wise." Glyn,  C.  J.,  observed,  "That  it  could  not  properly  be 
called  a  right  of  way  (before  the  alienatioD),  because  no  man  could 
have  such  right  in  his  own  soil ;  but  that  as  the  jurors  had  found 
the  way  to  be  of  necessity,  it  would  remain,  for  it  would  be  not 
only  a  private  inconvenience,  but  also  to  the  prejudice  of  the  public 
weal,  that  the  land  should  be  fresh  and  unoccupied." 

In  Button  v.  Taylor  (w),  which  was  an  action  of  trespass  q.  c,  f.,  Dutton  v. 
the  defendant  justified  as  tenant  to  one  R.  Cleadon,  who  was  seised  ^^y'*'- 
fiimul  et  scmel  of  two  closes,  the  only  road  to  the  second  from  an 


(r)  1  Wm!9.  Sannd.  323,  n. ;  1  Notes  tond  Vin.  Ahr.  Extinguisliinent,  C.  pi. 

to  Sannd.  570.     [This  statement  of  the  8,  10,  11;   Vin.  Abr.  Common,  E.  a. 

law  bj  Serjeant  Vf^ilJiams  was  recog-  pi.  16. 

nized   and  acted  on  by  the  Coort  of  {t)  (1657),  2  Siderfin,  39—111. 

Exchequer    in    Pinnington    v.    Galhnd  (u)  (1701),  2   Lut.    1487  ;  Buckhy  r. 

(1853),  9  Exch.  12.]  Coles  (1814),   6  Taunt.  311  ;    16  R.  B. 

(9)  (1606),  Owen,  121.    See  Bol.  Abr.  508. 
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ancient  highway  being  across  the  first  close;  this  latter  close 
Cleadon  sold  to  one  Astbury,  but  stiU  continued  to  use  the  way 
across  it,  although  there  was  no  reservation  of  any  right  of  way  in 
the  deed  of  conveyance.  It  was  objected,  the  law  would  not  imply 
any  reservation  by  the  vendor  where  none  was  expressed,  sed  non 
allocatur.  "  For  it  is  appai-ent  by  the  plea,  that  it  is  a  way  of 
necessity,  and  it  is  pro  bono  publico  that  the  land  should  not  be 
unoccupied." 

In  Howton  v.  Frearson  {x)  the  Court  held  that  a  way  of  necessity 
over  the  grantor's  land  would  equally  be  implied  as  incident  to  a 
grant,  though  the  granting  party  was  a  trustee :  but  Lord  Kenyon 
expressed  doubts  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  general  principle  laid 
down  in  the  case  above  cited. 

In  Clark  v.  Cogge  (y),  upon  demurrer,  the  case  was — "  The  one 
sells  land,  and  afterwards  the  vendee,  by  reason  thereof,  claims  a 
way  over  part  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  there  being  no  other  conve- 
nient way  adjoining,  and  whether  this  was  a  lawful  claim  was  the 
question ;  and  resolved  without  argument,  that  the  way  remained, 
and  that  he  might  well  justify  the  using  thereof,  because  it  is  a 
thing  of  necessity ;  for  otherwise  he  could  not  have  any  profit  of 
his  land.  Et  e  converso — ^If  a  man  hath  four  closes  lying  together, 
and  sells  three  of  them,  reserving  the  middle  close,  and  hath  not 
any  land  thereto  but  through  one  of  those  which  he  sold,  although 
he  reserved  not  any  way,  yet  he  shall  have  it  as  reserved  unto  him 
by  the  law :  and  there  is  not  any  extinguishment  of  a  way  by 
having  both  lands." 

The  ooncludiDg  observation  evidently  refers  to  the  kind  of  way 
here  spoken  of — a  way  of  necessity ;  but  whether  it  does  or  not  is 
immaterial  to  the  authority  of  the  case,  which  did  not  turn  upon 
any  question  of  extinguishment,  but  upon  the  new  title  implied  by 
law. 

[In  Pinnington  v.  OaUand{z)y  the  owner  of  two  closes,  one 
of  which  was  only  accessible  over  the  other,  conveyed  the 
former  to  A.,  the  latter  to  B.,  and  it  did  not  appear  which  con- 
veyance was  first  executed,  but  the  conveyance  to  A.  contained 
the  words,  "  with  all  ways  belonging  or  appertaining."  The  Court 
held  that,  whichever  was  first  conveyed,  A.  had  a  way  over  B.'s 
close ;  for,  if  the  conveyance  to  A.  was  first,  A.  would  have  a  way 


(*)  (1798),  8  T.  R.  60 ;  4  R.  R.  681.  (y)  (1607),  Cro.  Jac.  170. 

(z)  (1863),  9  Exch.  1. 
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[of  necessity  by  implied  grant,  and  if  the  conveyance  to  B.  was      Ways  of 
first,  then  the  owner  of  the  remaining  close  would  have  had  a  way 


of  necessity  by  implied  reservation,  which,  upon  the  conveyance  to  y.  Oaiiand, 
A.,  passed  to  him  by  the  words  all  ways  appertaining,  or,  indeed, 
as  the  Court  suggested,  without  those  words, — and  this  for  the 
same  reason  which  originally  created  it,  that  the  way  was  neces- 
sary to  the  enjoyment  ol  the  land  granted,  and  therefore  would 
pass  without  express  words ;  and,  these  two  things  concurring,  the 
grantee  would  have  the  way  upon  the  principle  of  the  maxim, 
^*  Cuicunque  aliquis  quid  concedit,  conoedere  videtur  et  id,  sine 
quo  res  ipsa  esse  non  potuit,"  just  as  if  the  grantor  of  the  land 
were  owner  of  the  adjacent  land,  instead  of  being  only  the  owner 
of  a  way  over  it. 

In  Davies  v.  Sear  (a),  the  way  claimed  was  not  actually  neces-  JDavieay, 
sary  at  the  date  of  the  severance,  as  there  was  other  access  to  the  ^^^' 
premises  retained ;  but  the  grantee  had  notice  that  the  grantors 
were  bound,  under  an  existing  contract,  to  stop  up  this  other 
approach,  so  as  to  leave  no  access  except  by  the  way  daimed. 
Lord  Bomilly  treated  the  case  as  one  of  necessity ;  but  there  were 
other  grounds  for  his  decision.] 

The  accessorial   right  which  the  law  thus  confers  is  to  be  Extent  of  the 
measured  by  the  nature  of  the  grant  or  reservation  to  which  it  is  "^   * 
incident  (4). 

[As  illustrating  the  question  of  the  extent  of  the  right,  Corpo^ 
ration  of  London  v.  Riggs  {c)  may  be  quoted.  There  the  owner 
of  a  close  surrounded  by  his  own  land,  and  theretofore  used  only 
as  agricultural  land,  having  granted  away  the  surrounding  land 
and  reserved  the  close,  claimed  a  way  of  necessity  for  all  purposes 
over  the  surrounding  land.  Jessel,  M.  R,  held  that  he  was 
entitled  to  a  way  for  agricultural  purposes  only.  He  thought 
that  the  implied  reservation  operated  by  way  of  re-grant,  and  that 
the  re-grant  was  limited  by  the  necessity  which  created  it ;  and 
Ray  V.  Hazeldine  {d)  is  to  the  same  effect. 

In  Serjf  v.  Acton  Local  Board  (^),  on  the  other  hand,  where 
land  was  taken  by  a  local  board  omder  its  compulsory  powers  for 
the  purpose  of  sewage  works,  the  necessary  right  of  way  was  held 


(a)  (1869),  L.  B.  7  Eq.  427,  above,  M.  &  W.  174 ;  55  R.  R.  660. 

£,   149;  of.   Oauford  t.  Mofatt  (1868),  (e)  (1880),  L.  R.  13  Ch.  D.  798. 

.  R.  4  Ch.  133.  (d)  [1904]  2  Ch.  17. 

{b)  See  Dand  t.  Kin^te^  (1840),  6  (e)  (1886),  L.  R.  33  Ch.  D.  679. 
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[to  extend  to  all  purposes  for  which  it  could  be  required  for  sewage 
works. 

The  question  of  the  duration  of  the  right  has  been  discussed 
in  several  oases ;  and  it  has  been  held  to  cease,  when  it  is  no  longer 
required  in  order  to  render  the  grant  or  reservation  effectual.] 

In  Holmes  v.  Ooring  (/)  the  defendant,  having  been  previously 
entitled  to  a  way  of  necessity  over  certain  closes,  purchased  these 
closes,  together  with  certain  other  pieces  of  land  adjoining  the 
close  to  which  the  way  of  necessity  led  :  he  subsequently  sold  two 
of  the  closes  over  which  the  way  of  necessity  had  been  used, 
together  with  some  portions  of  the  land  adjoining,  which  pre- 
vented his  having  access  over  his  own  land  to  those  closes  to 
which  the  right  of  way  had  originally  been  enjoyed.  These 
portions  had,  however,  been  repurchased  by  him  long  before  the 
present  action  was  brought,  at  which  time  he  could  have  had  as 
convenient  access  over  his  own  land  as  over  that  occupied  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  question  to  be  decided  was,  whether  the  way  of 
necessity — which  was  admitted  to  have  existed  when  the  defen- 
dant sold  the  close  now  occupied  by  the  plaintiflE — was  defeated 
by  the  fact,  that,  by  a  subsequent  purchase,  he  was  enabled  to 
approach  the  close  to  which,  &c.,  over  his  own  land;  the  defen- 
dant contending  that  the  necessity  of  the  way  was  to  be  considered 
with  reference  to  the  condition  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  of  the  two  closes. 

The  Court  held  that  the  way  of  necessity  ceased  as  soon  as  the 
defendant  had  any  other  means  of  access  to  the  close  to  which  it 
led.  "A  way  of  necessity,"  said  Best,  C.  J.  (citing  Serjeant 
Williams'  note  to  Saunders),  "  when  the  nature  of  it  is  considered, 
will  be  found  to  be  nothing  else  than  a  way  by  grant ;  but  a  grant 
of  no  more  than  the  circumstances  which  raises  the  implication  of 
necessity  require  should  pass  {g).  If  it  were  otherwise,  this  incon- 
venience might  follow,  that  a  party  might  retain  a  way  over  one 
thousand  yards  of  another's  land,  when,  by  a  subsequent  purchase, 
he  might  reach  his  destination  by  passing  over  one  hundred  yards 
of  his  own.  A  grant,  therefore,  arising  out  of  the  implication  of 
necessity  cannot  be  carried  further  than  the  necessity  of  the  case 
requires,  and  this  principle  consists  with  all  the  cases  which  have 
been  decided."    Park,  J.,  added,  "From  all  the  authorities  re- 


(/)  (1874),  2  Bing.  76 ;  S.  C.  9  Moore, 

lee. 


(gr)  [Cf.  Maenaghten  v.  Baird,  [1903]  2 
It.  K.  731 ;  oited  aboye,  p.  Idd.J 


BY  IMPLIED  GRANT. 


179 


f  erred  to,  it  is  clear  that  when  a  way  is  claimed  by  necessity,  it    Duration  of 
is  a  good  answer  to  show  that  there  is  another  way  which  the     necessity. 
party  may  nse."    Burrough,   J.,  expressed  his  opinion  to  be,     ^oimea  v. 
"  That  there  must  be  a  necessity  continuing  up  to  the  time  of  the       Gonnff. 
trespass  justified  under  it." 

The  opinion  here  expressed  by  Burrough,  J.,  appears  to  be  in  Reignolds  v. 
accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  in  ^^ 
Reignolds  v.  Edwards  (It),  The  defendant's  lessor  had  a  prescrip- 
tive right  of  way  over  the  plaintiff's  land  to  a  close  which  was 
encircled  by  land  of  the  plaintifE.  Twenty-four  years  before  the 
action  was  brought,  the  plaintifE  stopped  up  the  old  way  and 
opened  a  different  one,  which  latter,  after  being  used  by  the  de- 
fendant's lessor  during  that  period,  the  plaintiff  also  stopped  up, 
and  brought  the  present  action  of  trespass  for  the  use  of  it  by 
the  defendant,  and  his  removal  of  a  gate  erected  across  it  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  Court  held  that  the  new  way  could  not  be  claimed 
as  a  way  of  necessity,  as  it  did  not  appear  ''that  there  was  no 
other  way,  but  only  that  there  was  no  other  passage  open  " ;  and 
that,  as  the  plea  set  forth  a  right  of  way  by  prescription,  which 
the  plaintiff  had  admitted  by  demurring  to  the  plea,  that  was 
sufficient  to  prevent  the  defendant  being  entitled  to  this  as  a  way 
of  necessity.  That  it  was,  in  fact,  but  a  way  of  sufferance,  and 
upon  the  plaintiff  determining  his  will  by  erecting  the  gate,  the 
defendant  should  have  had  recourse  to  his  old  right. 

The  case  of  Buckhy  v.  Coles  (t)  appears  from  the  facts  as  stated  Bwkiyr, 
in  the  report  to  be  somewhat  at  variance  with  the  doctrine  above  ^  '* 
laid  down,  as,  during  the  time  in  which  there  was  a  unity  of  the 
whole  property,  there  appeared  to  have  been  another  approach  to 
the  close  to  which,  &c.,  besides  the  previously  existing  way  of 
necessity,  and,  as  this  new  approach  existed  at  the  time  of  seve- 
rance, the  former  necessity  must,  of  course,  have  ceased.  There 
appears,  however,  to  be  some  confusion  in  the  facts,  as  the  jury 
expressly  found,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  for  which  the 
action  was  brought,  there  existed  no  other  way  but  the  one 
claimed  by  the  defendant.  Dallas,  J.,  said,  "The  question  on 
the  issue  is,  whether  there  was  any  other  way?  The  evidence 
on  the  defendant's  side  is,  that  there  was  no  other  way.  The 
plaintiff  meets  it  by  evidence  that  there  was  another  way,  though 
not  quite  so  convenient ;  and  the  jury  have  had  it  before  them, 

(A)  (1742),  Willes,  282.  (t)  (1814),  6  Taunt.  311 ;  16  B.  R.  608. 
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and  have  disafSrmed  the  existence  of  any  other  way."  This  case 
is  therefore,  in  fact,  [not  inconsistent  with]  the  case  of  Holmes  v. 
Goring  above  cited. 

[The  decision  in  Proctor  v.  Hodgson  [k)  turned  upon  a  point  of 
pleading.  But,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  Parke,  B.,  said, 
"The  extent  of  the  authority  of  Holmes  v.  Ooring  is  that, 
admitting  a  grant  in  general  terms,  it  may  be  construed  to  be  a 
grant  of  a  right  of  way  as  from  time  to  time  may  be  necessary. 
I  should  have  thought  it  meant  as  much  a  grant  for  ever  as  if 
expressly  inserted  in  a  deed,  and  it  struck  me  at  the  time  the 
Court  was  wrong;  but  that  is  not  the  question  now."  And 
Alderson,  B.,  added,  "Probably,  if  this  case  be  taken  to  a  court 
of  error,  Holmes  v.  Goring  will  be  reviewed." 

Again,  in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  Barkshire  v.  Gruhb  (/), 
Fry,  J.,  being  referred  to  Holmes  v.  Goring  and  Proctor  v.  Hodgsan^ 
said,  "  I  thought  that  the  necessity  must  be  judged  of  at  the  date 
of  the  conveyance;  but  the  proposition  laid  down  in  Holmes  v. 
Goring  seems  to  have  been  only  a  dictum,  for  there  appears  to 
have  been  no  necessity  at  the  date  of  the  grant."  Some  of  the 
grounds  of  the  decision  in  this  case  seem  to  be  inconsistent  with 
the  principle  laid  down  in  Holmes  v.  Goring, 

Holmes  v.  Goring^  therefore,  though  never  overruled,  must  be 
looked  upon  as  doubtful  authority  [m).'] 

In  the  cases  already  cited  the  expression  frequently  occurs,  that 
ways  of  convenience  are  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession,  but 
ways  of  necessity  are  not.  It  appears,  however,  to  be  more  correct, 
as  well  as  more  in  accordance  with  the  general  principles  of  the 
law  of  easements,  as  recognized  both  by  the  English  and  Civil  law, 
to  consider  all  easements,  whether  of  convenience  or  necessity, 
as  extinguished  by  unity;  but  that,  upon  any  subsequent 
severance,  easements  which,  previous  to  such  unity,  were  ease- 
ments of  necessity,  are  impliedly  granted  anew  in  the  same 
manner  as  ajiy  other  easement  which  would  be  held  by  law  to 
pass  as  incident  to  the  grant.  Had  there  been  a  imity  from 
time  immemorial,  the  law  would  clearly  imply  a  right  of  way  as 
incident  to  a  grant,  if  there  existed  no  other  means  of  such  grant 
taking  effect.     Why,  then,  should  this  anomaly  of  non-extinguish- 


{k)  (1865),  10  Exoh.  824. 
(I)   (1881),  L.  R.   18  Ch.  D.   616; 
above,  p.  99. 


(m)  See  and  consider,  Corporation  of 
London  V.  Higgs  (1880),  L.  R.  13  Ch.  D. 
798. 
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ment  be  held  to  be  law,  when  the  same  result  can  be  obtained  from  Easemente  of 
the  ordinaiy  prinoiples  regulating  other  easements  of  the  same     ^®*^^y- 


1        p  All  easements 

^^^^  •  extinguished 

In  none  of  the  numerous  cases,  in  which  the  question  of  ex-  l>y  unity. 
tioguishment  has  been  discussed,  has  it  been  laid  down  that  the 
same  right  revived  upon  the  severance  of  the  tenements  which 
existed  previous  to  the  unity.  The  utmost  extent  to  which  the 
judges  go,  is  to  say  that  a  right  of  way  revives,  because  the  new 
grant  would  otherwise  be  inoperative.  Where  a  party  died  seised 
of  certain  lands  and  a  mill,  which  descended  to  his  two  daughters 
as  coparceners,  it  was  held  that  an  agreement  by  parol  between 
them,  on  making  partition,  that  a  way  should  be  used  to  the  mill 
as  during  the  lifetime  of  their  father,  was  binding  on  them  (n). 
Srooke,  in  his  Abridgment  (o),  says,  "  The  way  is  revived ;  tamen 
videtur  that  it  is  a  new  way  (nouvel  chimine)." 

It  is  clearly  settled,  on  all  the  authorities,  that,  dunng  the  unity^ 
no  way  or  easement  can  exist  in  the  land  {p). 

The  language  of  Best,  C.  J,,  in  Holmes  v.  Goring  (q),  fully 
supports  the  doctrine  above  stated,  that  aU  ways  are  extinguished 
by  unity  of  ownership ;  and  that  ways  of  necessity  are  in  reality 
new  easements  incident  to  the  grant  or  reservation.  '^  If  I  have 
four  fields,  and  grant  away  two  of  them,  over  which  I  have  been 
aooufitomed  to  pass,  the  law  will  presume  that  I  reserve  a  right  of 
way  to  those  which  I  retain.  But  what  right?  The  same  as 
existed  before?  No;  the  old  right  is  extinguished^  and  the  new 
way  arises  out  of  the  necessity  of  the  thing.  It  has  been  argued 
that  the  new  grant  operates  as  a  prevention  of  the  extinguishment 
of  the  old  right  of  way ;  but  there  is  not  a  single  case  which  bears 
out  that  proposition,  or  which  does  not  imply  the  contrary.  By  the 
grant  a  new  way  is  created,  and  that  way  is  limited  by  necessity." 

Serjeant  Williams  (r)  says,  "  Where  a  man,  having  a  close 
surrounded  by  his  own  land,  grants  the  close  to  another,  the 
grantee  shall  have  a  way  to  the  close  over  the  grantor's  land,  as 
incident  to  the  grant.  What  way  is  it  the  grantee  shall  have  ? 
Not  the  old,  but  a  new  way,  limited  by  the  necessity."  In  Clark 
V.  Cogge  («),  the  Court  says,  that ''  although  the  grantor  in  such  a 
case  reserve  not  a  way,  it  shall  be  reserved  for  him  by  law ;  that 


i: 


[h)  21  Edw.  3,  2  ;  S.  C,  21  Ass.  pi.  1.  (q)  (1824),  2  Bing.  83 ;  27  R.  B.  549. 

[o)  Tit.  Extinguishment,  pi.  15.  (r)  1  Wms.  Saaud.  323,  n. ;  1  Notes 

(p)  Morris    v.    EdgingUm    (1810),    3  to  Saund.  370. 

Taunt.  24 ;  12  B.  B.  579.  («)  (1607),  Cro.  Jac.  170. 
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Easements  of  jg^  not  the  old  way,  but  a  new  way  of  neoeflsity,  if  he  hath  not  any 

— other  way."    In  Jorden  v.  Atwood{t)y  Popham,  0.  J.,  says,  "If  a 

extinguislied  i^^^  has  three  fields  adjoining,  and  makes  a  feoffment  of  the 
by  unity,     middle  field,  the  feoffee  shall  have  a  way  (not  the  way)  to  this 
through  the  other  close." 
Direction.  [With  regard  to  the  direction  of  the  way  of  necessity,  it  was 

held  in  Packer  v.  Welsted{u)y  that  "defendant  (who  claimed  a 
way  of  necessity  by  implied  reservation  upon  a  grant  by  him)  poet 
prender  un  convenient  chimin  sans  le  gree  del  plaintiff,  et  ley  poet 
puis  adjudg  si  ceo  soit  convenient  et  sufiicient  vel  pluis  ou  nemy  " ; 
and  this  accords  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Pinnington  v.  Oalland{x)y  where  it  is  laid  down  that  the  way 
would  be  "the  most  direct  and  convenient  one."  So  that  the 
grantee  of  the  way  would  be  allowed  to  take  his  way,  subject  only 
to  the  restriction  that  it  should  be  the  most  direct  and  convenient 
one  (y). 

In  2  Eolle,  Ab.  Ghraunt,  Z.  17,  it  is  laid  down, "  Feffor  assignera 
le  chimin  lou  il  poet  melius  ceo  spare." 

This  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  other  authorities,  being  merely 
to  the  effect  that  upon  the  severance  the  grantor  may  assign  a  way 
if  he  chooses.  If  he  does  not,  then  the  grantee,  Le,  the  grantee  of 
the  way,  may  select  it. 

Further,  when  once  the  way  is  ascertained,  it  cannot  be  altered : 
Pearson  v.  Spencer  (s). 

In  the  last  case  it  seems  to  have  been  held,  that  where  the 
severance  creating  the  necessity  took  place  by  will,  and  during  the 
testator's  lifetime  and  at  his  death  the  premises  were  in  the  hands 
of  a  tenant,  and  there  was  an  existing  way  by  which  the  tenant 
used  and  enjoyed  them,  the  will  must  be  considered  as  granting 
the  use  of  that  way,  although  it  extended  over  a  part  of  the 
dominant  tenement  which  might  have  been  avoided  by  making  a 
gap  in  a  fence  (a). 

The  Court  appears  to  have  been  disposed  to  reconcile  the 
passages  in  Siderfin  and  Eolle,  upon  the  ground  that  the  way  may 
be  assigned  in  the  first  instance  in  all  cases  by  the  person  whose 


(Q  (1606),  Owen,  121.  which  ought  to  do  the  first  act,  shall 

(m)  (1657),  2  Sid.  HI, already  cited  by  have  the  election"   (quoted  by  James, 

the  learned  author.  V.-C,  in  Rumble  y.  Heygate  (1870),  18 

Ix)  (1853),  9  Exch.  1.  W.  R.  749). 

iy)  Gf.  Ck>.  Litt.  U5a,  "  In  case  an  (z)  (1863),  1  B.  &  S.  671 ;  a£Bnned  3 

election  be  given  of  two  seyerall  things,  B.  &  8.  761. 

alwaies  he  which  is  the  first  agent,  and  (a)  Of.  Dig.  8,  2,  10. 
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[grant  gives  rise  to  the  neoessity,  and  in  Packer  v.  Wehted  it  was  Easementa  of 
under  the  grant  of  the  defendant,  who  retained  a  land-locked 


X  i.   Ai_   X  xT_  *A  Direction  of 

tenement,  that  the  necessity  arose.  waj  of 

The  rule  that  a  grantor  of  land  to  which  there  is  no  access,  ^®o«*«i^- 
except  over  other  land  of  his,  may  in  the  first  instance  and  once 
for  all  assign  a  reasonable  way,  would  be  intelligible  enough, 
because  the  law  only  allows  any  way  in  such  case  because  there 
is  no  other,  and  it  might  reasonably  be  held  not  to  operate  if  the 
owner,  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  sets  out  a  convenient  way; 
whereas,  in  the  case  where  the  way  arises  by  implied  reservation 
{i.e.  in  cases  where  the  grantor  retains  the  land-locked  tenement), 
it  would  be  contrary  to  this  reason  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the 
land,  over  which  the  way  of  necessity  is  claimed,  of  a  similar 
privilege.  It  may  be  argued  that  the  authorities  are  not  to  be 
reconciled  by  the  coincidence  pointed  out  in  Pearson  v.  Spencer^ 
that  in  both  an  opportunity  of  setting  out  the  way  was  allowed 
to  the  person  under  whose  grant  the  way  was  created,  the  way  in 
one  being  by  implied  grant,  in  the  other  by  implied  reserva- 
tion (6) ;  but  upon  the  ground  that  the  power  which  the  owner 
of  the  way,  whether  by  grant  or  reservation,  has  to  choose  a 
convenient  way,  is  subject  to  this,  that  the  owner  of  the  land  over 
which  it  is  claimed  may,  if  he  does  so  at  once  and  once  for  all,  set 
out  any  convenient  way. 

The  point  is  one  which  is  not  likely  to  arise  often,  the  question 
generally  being  whether  any  way  exists,  and  not  as  to  the  direc- 
tion of  it ;  but  whatever  may  be  decided  it  is  supposed  that  the 
rule  in  BoUe  would,  if  supported,  not  be  acted  on  to  the  extent  of 
its  terms,  and  that  if  the  grantor  can  assign  he  must  assign  a 
reasonaible  way,  and  not  ^'  lou  il  poet  melius  ceo  spare  "  (r). 

In  the  judgment  of  Kay,  J.,  in  Broum  v.  Alabaster  (d)  the 
following  passage  occurs,  "  Now,  as  a  way  of  necessity,  I  think  it 
is  difficult  to  support  it,  for  the  following  reason.  A  way  of 
necessity  is  not  a  defined  way.  A  way  of  necessity  is  a  way  which 
is  the  most  convenient  access  to  a  land-locked  tenement  over  other 
property  belonging  to  the  grantor,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
grantor  has  a  right  himself  to  elect  in  which  line,  in  which  course. 


(b)  For  an  implied  reeeryation  takes  L.  B.  33  Ch.  D.  at  p.  644. 

effect   as   a  re- grant ;    Corporation    of  {e)  Bolton  v.  Bolton  (1879),  L.  R.  11 

London  t.  Biggi  (1880),  L.  R.  13  Ch.  D.  Ch.  D.  at  p.  972. 

798  ;  Midland  BaiL  Co.  ▼.  Iftiet  (1886),  {d)  (1887),  37  Ch.  D.  490, 
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^^^®*®°^®?J^  ^^  [ti^®  ^*y  of  neoefifiity  should  go.    Here  there  is  no  case  of  election. 

— : — ; The  olaim  is  to  a  way  over  this  partioular  road,  without  any  right 

waj^of  °  of  election  at  all  on  the  part  of  the  grantor.  That  of  itself  would 
necesfiity.  jje  enough  to  show  it  is  not  a  way  of  necessity."  It  is  conceived, 
however,  that  this  statement  cannot  be  taken  quite  literally,  but 
must  be  subject  to  some  qualification  in  respect  of  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  way  assigned,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  See 
the  remarks  on  the  above-quoted  passage  of  Eekewich,  J.,  in 
Titchmarah  v.  Eoyston  Water  Gb.,  Ltd.  (e).'] 


(e)  (1900),  81  L.  T.  673. 
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TITLE  TO   EASEMENTS    DY   PRESCRIPTION. 


Prescription  may  be  defined  to  be — A  title  acquired  by  pos-  Defimtaon  of 
session  had  daring  the  time  and  in  the  manner  fixed  by  law.  pwMription. 
'^  Prescriptio  est  titulus  ex  usu  et  tempore  substantiam  capiens 
ab  authoritate  legis"  (a).    After  the  lapse  of  the  requisite  period 
the  law  adds  the  rights  of  property  to  that  which  before  was 
possession  only  {b). 

^^  Things  corporeal  can  alone  be  susceptible  of  possession  (c).  Poflseasion. 
Things  incorporeal,  that  is  to  say,  those  ^  quae  in  jure  consistunt/ 
are  not  in  fact  susceptible  of  possession,  strictly  and  properly  so 
called ;  but  they  are  susceptible  of  a  quasi  possession,  ^  jura  non 
possidentur  sed  quasi  possidentur.'  This  quasi  possession  con- 
sists in  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  by  him  to  whom  it  belongs. 
Thus,  I  am  considered  to  have  the  quasi  possession  of  a  right  of 
servitude  when  I  do,  on  the  neighbouring  heritage,  in  the  sight 
and  with  the  knowledge  of  the  proprietor  of  that  heritage,  those 
acts  which  my  right  of  servitude  entitles  me  to  do.  This  quasi- 
possession  is  susceptible  of  the  same  qualities  and  defects  as 
possession  properly  so  called  "  (rf). 

To  constitute  a  legal  possession  there  must  be  not  only  a  cor-  Legal 
poreal  detention,  or  that  quasi  detention  which,  according  to  the  P<»M88ion, 
nature  of  the  right,  is  equivalent  to  it,  but  there  must  be  also 
the  intention  to  act  as  owner  (f).    Thus,  no  legal  possession  is 
acquired  by  a  man  walking  across  the  land  of  his  friend  (/),  or 


8 


fa)  Go.  Lit.  113,  b. 

[b)  Usaoapio  est  adjectio  dominii  per 
oontinnationem  poeseesionis  tempoiiB 
lege  defiiuti. — Dig.  41,  3,  3,  de  iisnip. 
"  llie  Boman  law  relatlTe  to  presoription 
lias  been  adopted  into  the  law  of  x^or- 
mandjf  which  pievaila  in  Jersey.  We 
profess  to  act  on  the  same  principles.*' 
Per  Lord  Wynford  in  the  'Ptiyj  Council, 
1  Knapp.  69.  [See  an  examination  of 
the  principles  of  prescription  by  Lord 
Blackbom  in  DaUon  y.  An^  (1881), 
L.  B.  6  App.  Gas.  at  pp.  817  fl.] 


{e)  Possideri  autem  possont  qnae  sunt 
corporalia. — Dig.  41,  2,  3,  de  acq.  poss. 

{d)  Pothier,  torn.  4,  p.  580.— Traite 
de  la  Loi  Civile  Fran^aise. 

(d)  Apiscimur  possessionem  oorpore 
et  animo,  neqne  per  se  animo  aut  per  se 
colore.— Dig.  41,  2,  3,  {  1,  de  acq.  yd. 
amit.  poss. 

(/)  Qui  jure  familiaritatis  amid  fnn- 
dnm  ing^reditur  non  yidetor  possidere, 
quia  non  eo  animo  ingressns  est  ut 
possideat  licet  oorpore  in  fnndo  sit. — 
Dig.  41,  2,  41. 
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Legal 
poasessioxi. 

Possession 
mast  be  un- 
interrupted. 


using  a  private  way,  thinking  it  to  be  a  pubKo  one  (g) ;  or  unless 
he  would  do  the  act  in  defiance  of  opposition  (h). 

Prom  the  very  definition  of  Prescription,  an  enjoyment,  in  order 
to  confer  a  title,  must  have  been  uninterrupted  both  as  to  the 
manner  and  during  the  time  required  by  law.  It  is  not  to  be 
understood  by  this  expression  that  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement 
must  necessarily  be  unintermittent ;  although,  in  a  great  variety 
of  cases,  it  would  obviously  be  so ;  as  in  the  case  of  windows,  or 
rights  to  water.  In  those  easements  which  require  the  repeated 
acts  of  man  for  their  enjoyment,  as  rights  of  way  (i),  it  would 
appear  to  be  sufficient  if  the  user  is  of  such  a  nature,  and  takes 
place  at  such  intervals,  as  to  afford  an  indication  to  the  owner  of 
the  servient  tenement  that  a  right  is  claimed  against  him — an 
indication  that  would  not  be  afforded  by  a  mere  accidental  or 
occasional  exercise  {k). 

The  continuity  of  enjoyment  may  be  broken  either  by  the 
cessation  to  use,  or  by  the  enjoyment  not  being  had  in  the  proper 
manner. 

"An  enjoyment  of  an  easement  for  one  week,"  said  Baron 
Parke,  in  the  Monmouthshire  Canal  Company  v.  Harford  (/), "  and  a 
cessation  to  enjoy  it  during  the  next  week,  and  so  on  alternately, 
would  confer  no  right "  {m). 


{g)  Servitute  usns  non  videtur,  nisi  is 
qui  suo  jure  uti  se  credidit ;  ideoque  si 
quis  pro  vift  public^  \rel  pro  alterius 
servitute  usus  sit,  nee  interdictum  neo 
actio  utiliter  competit. — Dig.  8,  6,  25, 
quem.  serv.  amit. 

(A)  Si  per  fundum  tuum  neo  vi  nee 
olam  neo  precario  oonuneavit  aliquis, 
non  tamen  tanquam  id  suo  jure  faceret, 
i^edy  si  prohiberetur,  non  f  acturus,  inutile 
est  ei  interdictum  de  itinere  aotuque; 
nam  ut  hoc  interdictum  oompetat  jus 
fundi  possedisse  oportet. — Dig.  43,  19, 
7,  de  itinere  actuque  privato.  [See  the 
judgment  in  Dyoe  v.  Lady  Jam$»  Hay, 
1  Maoqueen,  at  p.  301.] 

(i)  Nemo  enim  tarn  perpetno  tarn 
continenter  ire  potest,  ut  nullo  momento 
possessio  ejus  interpdlari  videatur. — 
big.  8,  1,  14,  de  serv. 

(h)  Per  Curiam  in  BariUtt  v.  Doumet 
(1825),  3  B.  &  0.  621  ;  27  R.  R.  436 ; 
[and  mHollifUY.  Vemey  (1884),  L.  R. 
13  Q.  B.  Diy.  304,  at  p.  816 ;  and  as  to 
light,  see  Smith  y.  Baxter,  [1900]  2  Oh. 
138 ;  Andrews  y.  Waite,  [1907J  2  Ch. 
600.] 


(0  (1834),  1  0.  M.  &  R.  631  ;  40 
R.  R.  648. 

(m)  [This  does  not  mean  a  cessation 
in  the  actual  user,  as,  for  instance,  by 
reason  of  the  claimant  havin^^  no  occa- 
sion to  use  the  easement  (otherwise  a 
right  to  a  way  or  other  non- continuous 
easement  could  not  be  acquired) ;  it 
means  a  cessation  in  the  user  as  of 
right,  as  in  the  case  cited  in  the  text, 
where  the  asking  of  permission  during 
the  period,  by  admitting  that  the  person 
asking  had  no  right  at  thnt  time,  inter- 
rupted the  contiuuity  of  the  enjoyment 
as  of  right.  See  the  question  discussed 
in  Hollins  y.  Vemey^  ubi  sup. 

In  a  claim  by  prescription  at  the 
common  law,  an  instance  of  unity  of  pos- 
session without  also  unity  of  ownership 
would  not  preyent  its  establishment. 
"  If  a  man  have  common  by  prescript 
tion,  unity  of  possession  of  as  high  and 
perdurable  an  estate  is  an  interruption 
of  the  right"  ;  Co.  Lit.  114  b ;  and  it  is 
in  the  same  sense  that  "  imity  of  posses- 
sion" is  used  by  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Morrie  y.   Edgington  (1810),   3    Taunt. 
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So,  where  the  enioyment  has  been  had  under  permission  asked     PoBseasion 

-^  ,  .  .  .  must  be  un- 

from  time  to  time,  which,  upon  each  occasion,  amounts  to  an  interrupted, 
admission  that  the  asker  had  then  no  right.  Indeed,  the  very  mode 
in  which  this  enjoyment,  under  constantly  renewed  permission, 
operates  in  defeating  the  previous  user  is  that  it  breaks  the  con- 
tinuity of  the  enjoyment  («) ;  and  it  is  expressly  laid  down  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  their  judgment  in  the  case  of  Tickle  v. 
Broum  (o),  that  the  breaking  of  the  continuity  is  inconsistent  with 
the  enjoyment  during  the  periods  of  either  twenty  or  forty  years, 
and  that  for  that  reason  evidence  of  the  breaking  of  such  continuity 
is  admissible  on  a  traverse  of  the  enjoyment. 

The  interruption  here  spoken  of  is  that  arising  from  the  act  of 
the  party  claiming  the  right.  The  interruption  of  a  right  claimed 
under  the  statute  by  any  act  of  the  servient  owner  will  be  con- 
sidered hereafter  (p). 

The  mode  of  acquiring  a  title  to  an  easement  by  prescription 
may  be  considered  with  respect — 

Ist. — To  the  length  of  time  during  which  the  enjoyment  must 
continue. 

2nd. — To  the  persons  against  and  by  whom  the  enjoyment  must 
be  had. 

3rd. — To  the  qualities  of  that  enjoyment. 


p.  30 ;  12  R.  B.  579,  where  he  speaks  of 
a  right  of  'WBj  or  common  eztmgiiished 
by  ** unity  of  possession,''  i.e.,  unity  of 
ownership. 

With  regard  to  a  claim  under  the  Pre- 
scription Act,  1832,  it  has  been  held  that 
mere  unity  of  actual  possession,  oc- 
ourrin^  at  any  time  during  the  period, 
is  sufficient  to  preyent  a  claim  from 
being  established  under  the  Act,  even 
though  the  alleged  dominant  and  ser- 
Tient  tenements  be  held  under  different 
landlords:  Onley  v.  Gardiner  (1838),  4 
M.  &  W.  496  ;  BattishillY.  Reed  (18o6), 
18  G.  B.  696 ;  Damper  v.  BoshU,  [1901] 
2  Gh.  350.  Lord  Hatherley's  dictum  in 
Ladyman  v.  Grave  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
at  p.  768,  and  the  reasoning  of  the 
liords  Justices  in  Eeeheiastieal  Com- 
mimaneraY,  JTino  (1880),  L.  R.  14  Gh. 
Div.  213,  and  HoUins  y.  Verney  (ubi 
sup.),  appear  to  throw  doubt  upon  the 
decisions  in  OnUy  r.  Gardiner  (ubi  sup.) 
and  Battiehill  y.  Reed  (ubi  sup.),  but  in 
Damper  v.  Baeeett  (ubi  sup.)  Joyce,  J., 


expressly  stated  that  those  two  decisions 
had  not  been  oyerruled  or  expressly  dis- 
approved of,  and  followed  them. 

The  dictum  of  Martin,  B.,  in  Winship 
y.  Eudepeth  (1864),  10  Exch.  p.  8,  that 
a  claim  by  immemorial  prescnption  at 
the  common  law  would  be  defeated  by 
proof  of  unity  of  possession  at  any  time, 
must  not  bo  taken  as  applying  to  mere 
unity  of  possession  without  unity  of 
ownership  also,  which  did  exist  in  the 
case  itself. 

As  to  unity  of  scifdn  without  unity  of 
possession,  cf.  Richardeon  y.  Graham, 
[1908]  I  K.  B.  39.] 

(»)  1  G.  M.  &  R.  at  p.  631,  per  Lord 
Lyndhurst. 

(o)  (1836),  4  A.  ft  E.  at  p.  383; 
Beasley  y.  Clarke  (1836),  2  Binpr.  N.  G. 
705;  42  R.  R.  704  ;  [Gardner  y.  Hodgson' e 
Kingston  Brewery  Co.,  Z<rf.,  £1901]  2  Gh. 
198,  affd.  [1903]  A.  G.  229.J 

(jp)  Post — Qualities  of  Enjoyment; 
[and  see  the  note  on  Sect.  4,  poist.] 
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Sect.  1. — The  Length  of  Time  during  which  the  Enjoyment 

must  be  had. 

Beforo  the  Bj  the  oommon  law  an  enjoyment  to  confer  a  title  to  an  ease- 
^*^c?**°^  ment  must  have  continued  during  a  period  co-extensive  with  the 

memoiy  of  man ;  or,  in  legal  phrase,  "  during  time  whereof  the 

memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary."  To  this  expression 
a  definite  meaning  was  originally  attached,  as  comprising  the 
period  elapsed  since  the  year  1189.  "Now,  *time  of  memory,'" 
says  Blackstone,  "  has  long  ago  been  used  and  ascertained  by  the 
law  to  commence  from  the  reign  of  Richard  the  First"  {q) — a 
period  adopted  by  analogy  to  the  stat.  3  Edw.  1,  c.  29,  which  fixed 
that  as  the  date  for  alleging  seisin  in  a  real  action. 

The  extreme  difficulty  of  giving  proof  of  enjoyment  for  so 
long  a  period  was  lessened  by  its  being  held  that  evidence  of 
enjoyment  during  a  shorter  time  raised  a  presumption  that  such 
enjoyment  had  existed  for  the  necessary  period  (r) ;  where,  how- 
ever, the  actual  origin  of  the  enjoyment  was  shown  to  have  been 
of  more  recent  date  than  the  time  of  prescription,  the  right  in 
earlier  cases  was  held  to  be  defeated. 

Thus,  in  Bury  v.  Pope  («),  "It  was  agreed  by  all  the  justices, 
that  if  two  men  be  owners  of  two  parcels  of  land  adjoining,  and 
one  of  them  doth  build  a  house  upon  his  land,  and  makes  windows 
and  lights  looking  into  the  other's  lands,  and  this  house  and  the 
lights  have  continued  by  the  space  of  thirty  or  forty  years ;  yet 
the  other  may  upon  his  own  land  and  soil  lawfully  erect  a  house 
or  other  thing  against  the  said  lights  and  windows,  and  the  other 
can  have  no  action,  for  it  was  his  folly  to  build  his  house  so  near 
to  the  other's  land — and  it  was  adjudged  accordingly." 

This  doctrine  appears  to  have  been  held  down  to  the  passing  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  21  Jao.  1,  c.  16. 

The  period  of  the  first  year  of  Eichard  1  was  adopted  as  the 
commencement  of  legal  memory  by  an  equitable  extension  of  the 
statute  which  fixed  that  as  the  period  in  which  the  demandant  in 
a  writ  of  right  must  have  alleged  seisin. 


(q)  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  1.  a  house  which  had  been  ereoted  before 

(r)  Jenkins  v.  Harvey  (1836),  1  Cr.  M.  the  time  of  living  memoxy,  and   the 

&  R.  894  ;    40  R.  R.  769.     [|"  Theo-  origin  of  which  could  not  be  proved." 

retioally,  an  ancient  house  at  this  period  Per  Lush,  J.,  in  Angus  y.  DaUon  (1877), 

was  a  house  whi(^  had  existed  from  the  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  89.] 

time  of  Richard  1.    Ftacticallj,  it  was  («)  (1686),  Cro.  Ehc.  118. 
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"  But  when,  by  the  Statute  of  limitations,  3  Edw.  1,  o.  39,  the  ^Wbw  ^he^ 
seisin  in  a  writ  of  right  was  limited  to  the  time  of  Eichard  1,  so  Aot. 
that  none  could  count  of  an  older  seisin,  this  writ  being  the  highest 
writ ;  it  was  taken  to  be  also  within  the  equity  of  the  statute,  that 
though  a  man  might  prove  the  contrary  of  a  thing  of  which  pre- 
scription was  made,  still  this  should  not  destroy  the  prescription, 
if  the  proof  were  of  a  thing  beyond  the  time  of  limitation.  For 
it  was  reasonable  that  the  inquiry  in  a  prescription  should  be 
limited  as  well  as  in  a  writ  of  right,  being  lower  than  that,  for  it 
was  very  hard  to  put  juries  to  inquire  of  things  so  old  "  (t). 

When  the  shorter  time  of  sixty  years  was  fixed  for  a  writ  of 
light,  and  fifty  years  for  a  possessory  action  by  38  Hen.  8,  it  has 
been  said  that  a  similar  extension  of  the  statute  was  not  made  by 
the  courts  of  law,  and  that  the  time  of  prescription  for  incorporeal 
rights  remained  as  before  (u).  It  is  difficult  to  see  upon  what 
ground  this  distinction  could  have  been  made,  as  the  enacting 
words  of  the  two  statutes  are  almost  identical  in  expression,  and 
the  latter  has  been  considered  only  as  an  addition  to  the  former, 
restricting  the  period  of  prescription  to  sixty  years  before  the 
action  brought,  and  making  no  other  alteration. 

And,  following  out  this  doctrine,  the  Courts,  upon  the  fixing  of 
a  shorter  period  of  limitation  in  possessoiy  actions,  ought  to  have 
diminished  the  length  of  enjoyment,  from  which  a  prescriptive 
right  might  be  inferred,  in  all  like  actions  to  the  period  of  twenty 
years,  fixed  by  statute  21  Jac.  1. 

The  opinion  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams,  supported  by  high 
authority,  seems  to  have  been : — "  That  an  action  on  the  case,  being 
a  possessory  action,  was  considered  by  the  Courts  to  be  in  the 
nature  of  an  ejectment ;  and  as  no  one  can  recover  in  ejectment, 
unless  he  or  those  under  whom  he  claims  have  been  in  possession 
within  twenty  years,  or  rather  as  an  adverse  uninterrapted 
possession  by  another  for  twenty  years  is  a  bar  to  an  ejectment, 
so  an  uninterrupted  possession  of  an  easement  for  the  same  time  is 
considered  as  a  bar  to  an  action  on  the  case,  which  has  for  its 
object,  in  common  with  an  ejectment,  the  object  of  the  possession, 
or  at  least  the  dispossessing  the  defendant  of  it." — "From  the 
cose  of  Holcrqft  v.  Heel  {x)  it  seems  necessarily  to  follow  that 


{t)  2    Roll.  Abr  ,    tit.    Preaoription,      Gommissionen,  p.  51. 
269,  pi.  14.  (x)  Q799),  1  Boa.  k  Pull.  400  ;  Stated 

(n)  l8t    Report    of    Real    Property      35  R.  R,  683,  and  tee  7  R.  R.  462. 
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Before  the  where  a  person  has  used  and  enjoyed  an  easement  for  twenty 
Act.  years  and  upwards,  though  it  was  a  wrongful  use  at  first,  he 
thereby  gains  such  a  right  that  if  he  be  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment 
of  it,  he  may  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  disturbance ; 
and  it  is  no  answer  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  originally  obtained 
the  use  and  possession-  of  it  by  usurpation  and  wrong  "  {y). 

There  appears,  therefore,  some  reason  to  doubt  the  correct- 
ness of  the  generally  received  opinion,  that  the  equitable  analogy 
above  mentioned  was  not  extended  to  the  more  recent  statutes, 
32  Hen.  8,  and  21  Jac.  1,  as  well  as  to  the  earlier  statute  of 
Edw.  1.  The  only  direct  authority  against  this  extension  appears 
to  be  the  opinion  of  Sir  R.  Brooke,  as  given  in  his  reading  on 
the  statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  which  is  not  stated  to  be  founded  on 
any  decided  case,  while  it  is  expressly  laid  down  in  Brooke's 
Abridgment,  that  32  Hen.  8  "entirely  repealed  the  ancient 
Statute  of  Limitations,  and  that  it  extended  equally  with  the 
former  statutes  to  copyholds  as  well  as  to  freeholds;  for  the 
new  statute  is,  that  a  man  shall  not  make  prescription,  title,  or 
ckim,  &c. ;  and  those  who  claim  by  copy  make  prescription,  title, 
and  claim,  &c. ;  also  the  plaints  are  in  nature  and  form  of  a  writ 
of  our  lord  the  king  at  common  law,  &c. ;  and  those  writs  which 
have  been  brought  at  common  law  are  ruled  by  the  new  limitation, 
and  therefore  the  plaints  of  copyhold  shall  be  of  the  same  nature 
and  form"  (s). 

In  the  case  of  Bury  v.  Pope^  above  cited,  which  was  decided 
during  the  period  which  intervened  between  the  passing  of  the 
two  statutes  of  Hen.  8  and  Jac.  1,  sufficient  time  had  not  elapsed 
to  confer  a  title  by  the  former  statute,  even  supposing  the 
equitable  analogy  to  have  existed.  Whitton  v.  Crompton  (a), 
which  appears  to  be  the  only  case  decided  expressly  upon  the 
statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  and  which  is  at  the  most  but  a  doubtful 
authority,  turned  upon  the  point  that  a  formedon,  having  been 
given  since  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Westminster,  was  not 
within  the  32  Hen.  8,  which  was  but  a  mere  continuation  of  it ; 
and  ultimately  the  case  appears  to  have  been  compromised. 

The  opinion  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  is  in  accordance  with 
the  expression  of  Lord  Mansfield,  "That  an  incorporeal  right. 


{y)  2  Wms.  Saand.  175  (n.) ;  2  Kotea          iz)  Tit.  Limitations,  pi.  2. 
to  Saimd.  603.  (< '   ** "" 


(a)  (1668),  3  Dyer,  278  a. 
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which,  if  existing,  must  be  in  constant  use,  ought  to  be  decided     Before  the 
by  analogy  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations  "  (6).  Act. 

"The  several  Statutes  of  Limitations,"  said  Abbott,  0.  J., 
"  being  all  in  pari  materia  ought  to  receive  a  uniform  construc- 
tion, notwithstanding  any  slight  variation  of  phrase,  the  object 
and  intention  being  the  same  "  (c). 

The  view  of  Serjeant  Williams,  above  cited,  is  however  at 
variance  with  the  generally  received  opinions  upon  this  subject  (a?). 

But,  although  the  Courts  refused  in  form  to  shorten  the  time  Title  by  mnt 
of  legal  memory  by  analogy  to  the  later  Statutes  of  Limitation,  j^'^^^n^^^*** 
they  obviated  the  inconvenience  which  must  have  arisen  from  times, 
allowing  long  enjoyment  to  be  defeated  by  showing  that  it  had 
not  had  a  uniform  existence  during  the  whole  period  required, 
by  introducing  a  new  kind  of  title  by  presumption  of  a  grant 
made  and  lost  in  modem  times  {e). 

And  on  this  ground,  although  it  appeared  that  a  right  of  way 
had  been  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession  {/),  or  even  by  an 
Act  of  Parliament  (/7),  it  has  been  held  that  a  title  might  be 
obtained  by  an  enjoyment  for  twenty  years. 


(*)  2  Evans'  Potbier,  136. 

(«)  Murray  v.  E,  L  Co,  (1821),  6 
B.  k  A.  at  p.  215 ;  24  B.  R.  325 ;  see 
also  ToUtmv,  iTay^  (1822),  6  Moore,  C.  P. 
558 ;  23  R.  R.  615.  per  Dallas,  G.  J. ; 
[and  the  opinion  ot  Lush,  J.,  in  Angiu 
Y.  DaUon  [\%11),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  at 
p.  94 ;  and  compare  the  su^'gestions  of 
PoUock,  B.,  and  field  and  Manisty,  JJ., 
in  DaUon  y.  Angus  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App. 
Gas.  at  pp.  746,  753,  768.] 

(rf)  [See  e.g.,  Angus  v.  DaUon  (1878), 
L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  at  pp.  170  and  199, 
per  Thefliger  and  Brett,  L.  J  J.,  and  on 
appeal  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at 
p.  778,  per  Fry,  J.] 

{e)  The  introduotion  of  this  doctrine 
was  attempted  by  a  modem  civilian. 
Laudenais,  says  Merlin,  p.  82,  allegros 
that  though  a  prescription  is  not  adnus- 
sible  in  support  of  a  discontinuous  ser- 
vitude, usage  vrlll  raise  an  inferoDce  of 
an  actual  grant,  the  eziateuoe  of  which 
is  to  be  deduced  from  the  patience  of 
the  adversary.  '*  G'est  bien  U,"  says 
Merlin,  "  apprendre  aux  plaideurs  et 
auz  practiciens  des  chicanes  dont  ils 
ne  sont  que  trop  enolins  iH  profiter." 

[The  earliest  reported  decision  to  this 
effect  is  that  of  Lewis  v.  Friee  in  1761 ; 
per  Lord  Blaokbam  in  DaUon  v.  Angus 
(1881),  L.  R.  &  App.  Gas.  at  p.  812.] 


(/)  Keynier  v.  Sumnutrs^  cited  in  Bead 
V.  Brookman  (1789),  3  T.  R.  157  ;  Bull. 
N.  P.  74. 

(^)  CampbeU  v.  Wihon  (1803),  3  East, 
294  ;  7  R.  R.  462 ;  see  also  Mayor  of  HuU 
v.  Horner  (1774),  1  Gowp.  102;  Eldridt/e 
V.  Knott  (1774),  Ibid.  214 ;  Holcroft  'v. 
Heel  (1799),  1  Bos.  &  Pul.  400  ;  35  R.  R. 
683  ;  and  see  7  R.  R.  462 ;  Lady  Dart- 
mouth V.  Rnherti  (1812),  16  East,  334; 
Livett  V.  JFiUon  (1825),  3  Bing.  115; 
Doedi.  Fenwieky,  Reed  (1821),  5  B.  &  Aid. 
232  ;  24  R.  R.  338  ;  Codling  v.  Johnson 
(1829),  9  B.  &  C.  933  ;  33  R.  R.  375. 

[The  case  of  Campbell  r.  Wilnon^  above 
referred  to,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
the  enjoyment  of  a  way  for  twenty  years 
was  sufficient  evidence  from  which  to 
presume  a  grant  or  other  lawful  origin 
of  a  right  of  way,  though  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament had,  prior  to  that  enjoyment, 
extinguished  a  like  right  over  the  same 
land,  so  that  the  twenty  years*  enjoy- 
ment was  in  fact  had  by  reason  of  ijae 
neglect  of  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement  to  avail  himself  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act,  is  not  at  variance  with 
the  rule  that  a  man  cannot  prescribe 
against  a  statute  (Go.  Lit.  115  a),  a  rule 
which  holds  good  in  the  case  of  ease- 
ments. The  object  of  the  statutory 
provision  (an  inolosnre  Aot)  in  the  case 
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Modem  lost 
g^nt. 


In  a  later  case,  where  windows  were  shown  to  have  existed 
twenty  years,  it  was  held  that  proof  that  they  did  not  exist 
twenty-two  years  before  the  obstruction  was  insufficient  to  defeat 
an  action  (A). 

This  was  in  reality  prescription  shortened  in  analogy  to  the 
limitation  of  the  21  Jac.  1,  and  introduced  into  the  law  under  a 
new  name ;  for  "  the  law  allows  prescription  only  in  supply  of  the 
loss  of  a  grant,  and  therefore  every  prescription  presupposes  a 
grant  to  have  existed"  (t). 

[But  the  gist  of  the  principle  upon  which  a  lost  grant  is 


referred  to  was  simply  to  benefit  the 
owners  of  allotted  lands,  by  exempting 
tbem  from  the  burthen  of  existing  rights 
of  way,  but  not  to  injure  the  allottees 
by  restricting  the  power  of  each  allottee 
to  dispose  of  or  burthen  his  own  land  as 
he  might  think  proper ;  and  there  was 
nothing  in  the  statute  prohibilnsg  the 
creation  of  new  rights.  But  where  the 
acts  of  user  relied  upon  are  contrary  to 
pome  statutory  provision,  so  that  an 
actual  g^rant  of  the  right  which  is  sought 
to  be  established  by  user  would  be  yoid, 
and  it  cannot  possibly  be  referred  to 
any  legal  origin,  the  common  law  rule 
prevails,  and  no  right  is  acquired.  Soeh' 
dah  Canal  Co.  v.  Radeliffe  (1862),  18  Q.  B. 
287 ;  2  Sim.  N.  S.  78  ;  88  R.  R.  687 ; 
Race  V.  Ward  (1857),  7  E.  &  B.  384  ; 
National  Guaranteed  Manure  Co.  y.  Donald 
(1859),  4  H.  &  N.  8;  Froprietors  of 
Staffordshire  and  Worcestershire  Canal 
Navigation  v.  Froprietors  of  Birmingham 
Canal  Navigation  (1866),  L.  R.  1  H.  L. 
254,  at  pp.  267,  278  ;  Neaverson  v.  Peter- 
borough  Rural  District  Council^  [19021  1 
Ch.  657.  Of.  Traill  v.  McAllister  (1891), 
26  L.  R.  Ir.  624,  Mews'  Digest,  1891, 
ool.  120. 

In  the  case  of  Mill  v.  Commissioner  in 
charge  of  the  New  Forest  (1866),  18  C  B. 
60,  a  right  of  common  over  the  lands 
of  the  Grown  in  the  New  Forest  was 
claimed  in  respect  of  a  piece  of  land 
which  had  formerly  been  part  of  the 
waste  of  the  claimant's  manor,  but  which 
had  been  indosed  in  the  year  1810,  and 
afterwards  occupied  as  a  farm.  The 
Court  held  that  the  user  of  turning 
cattle  from  this  farm  on  to  the  Grown 
lands  from  the  time  of  the  indoeure 
down  to  the  time  of  the  claim,  conferred 
no  right,  by  reason  that  a  statute,  9  &  10 
Wni.  3, 0.  36,  s.  10,  prohibits  the  creation 
of  any  such  right  in  the  New  Forest. 
It  may  occur  to  the  reader  that  the 
cUdmant's   predecessors    may   possibly 


have  had,  before  the  passing  of  the  statute 
last  referred  to,  a  right,  in  respect  of 
the  waste  lands  of  the  manor,  of  turning 
cattle  on  to  the  common  lands  of  the 
Grown  (in  accordance  with  what  was 
said  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  The  Earl  of  Sefton 
V.  Court  (i826),  6  B.  &  C.  917,  that  a 
lord  of  a  manor  may  have  a  right  of 
turning  out  cattle  on  a  common>  in 
respect  not  only  of  his  cultivated  lands 
but  also  of  his  waste  lands),  and  that 
the  user  subsequent  to  the  inclosure  was 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  a  right 
in  the  claimant's  predecessors,  and  tifiat 
the  user  was  not,  therefore,  necessarily 
illegal  under  the  statute.  This  point, 
however,  did  not  arise,  as  the  claimant 
did  not  satisfy  the  commissioners  who 
found  the  facts  of  the  ca»>e  that  any 
right  did  exist  before  1810,  so  that  the 
possibility  of  a  leg^l  origin  for  the  right 
claimed  was  excluded. 

The  judgments  in  Codling  v.  Johnson 
and  The  Earl  of  Sefton  v.  Court  are  both 
authorities  that  tibe  mere  fact  of  the 
tenement  in  respect  of  which  a  claim 
by  prescription  at  common  law  is  set 
up,  being  shown  not  to  have  formerly 
existed  in  the  same  state,  is  not  conclusive 
against  the  claim.] 

(A)  Penwarden  v.  Ching  (1829),  Moo. 
k  Mai.  400.  [In  Fhilipps  v.  Halliday, 
[1891]  A.  G.  228,  a  faculty  for  a  pew 
was  presumed  after  long  possession. J 

(t)  2  Black.  Gom.  266,  citing  Fotter 
V.  North  (1680),  1  Ventris,  387.  [The 
expedient  '*  is  ancillary  to  the  doctrine 
of  prescription  at  oommon  law,  and 
applicable  in  cases  where  something 
prevents  the  operation  of  the  oommon 
law  prescription  from  time  immemorial, 
and  is  therefore  only  applicable  when 
the  right  claimed  is  such  as,  if  im- 
memorial, might  have  been  the  subject 
of  prescription."  Per  Lord  Blackburn, 
in  Dalton  v.  Angus  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App. 
Gas.  at  p.  816.] 
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[presumed  is  that  the  state  of  affairs  is  otherwise  unexplained. 
"  When  the  Court  finds  an  open  and  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of 
property  for  a  long  period  unexplained,  omnia  presumuntur  rite 
esse  acta,  and  the  Court  will,  if  reasonably  possible,  find  a  lawful 
origin  for  the  right  in  question  "  (A-).] 

The  introduction  of  this  doctrine  was  attended  with  consider- 
able opposition;  and  it  was  contended  that  to  sustain  a  claim 
founded  upon  such  a  lost  grant,  the  jury  must  actually  believe  in 
its  existence,  or,  at  all  events,  they  must  find  it  as  a  fact,  though 
they  did  not  believe  it  (/). 

The  practical  distinction  was,  that  where  the  claim  was  by  pre- 
scription, the  length  of  enjoyment  constituted  a  title ;  where,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  right  was  claimed  by  "  lost  grant,"  the  long 
enjoyment  afforded  but  a  presumption  of  title ;  and  whether  such 
presumption  was  conclusive  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
adduced  was  a  point  open  to  a  certain  degree  of  doubt. 

Though  the  evidence  of  enjoyment,  which  has  been  already 
adverted  to,  was  in  theory  presumptive  evidence  only  of  prescrip- 
tion, yet  it  was  in  practice  and  effect  conclusive  (m) ;  and  it  is 
apprehended  that  if  a  jury  had  disregarded  the  recommendation 
of  a  judge  **  that  such  evidence  warranted  the  presumption  of  a 
grant,"  the  Coilrt  would  have  directed  a  new  trial  toties  quoties  (n). 

But  although  this  principle  was  clearly  recognized  in  numerous 
decisions,  yet  doubts  and  diflBculties  still  arose  from  the  vague 
and  uncertain  language  frequently  made  use  of  by  judges  in 
leaving  these  questions  to  the  jury— enjoyment  being  sometimes 
treated  as  affording  a  conclusive  presumption,  whilst  at  others 
such  user  was  only  considered  to  be  "cogent  evidence"  of  pre- 
scription (o),  the  presumption  of  which  judges  were  in  the  habit 
of  recommending  juries  to  adopt. 

"It  has  not  unfrequently  happened,"  says  a  modem  writer, 
"  that  the  same  presimiption  has  been  spoken  of  by  some  judges 
as  a  rule  of  law,  whilst  by  others  it  has  been  treated  merely  as 


Modem  lost 
graiit. 


{k)  Att.-Gm.  V.  Simpson^  [1901]  2  Ch. 
671,  per  Farwell,  J.,  at  p.  698  ;  and  see 
Tyne  Improvement  Commisnonera  v.  Imrie 
(1899),  81  L.  T.  174.  Cf.  Att.-Oen.  v. 
AntrobHs,  [1905]  2  Ch.  188. 

(0  2  Evans'  Pothier,  136. 

(m)  See  per  Parke,  B.,  in  Bright  ▼. 
Walker  (18554),  1  G.  M.  &  B.  at  p.  217 ; 
40  R.  R.  636 ;  Preface  VI. 

G. 


(n)  See  per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Jenkins 
T.  Barvey  (1835),  1  G.  M.  &  R.  896  ;  40 
R.  R.  769. 

{o)  Rex  V.  Jolliffe  (1823),  2  B.  &  O. 
64 ;  26  R.  R.  264.  [See  Best  on  Pre- 
sumptions, p.  103  ;  and  per  Boweo,  J., 
in  Lalton  v.  Angus  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App. 
Gas.  at  p.  781 :  **  The  twenty  years*  rule 
...  in  truth  was  nothing  but  a  canon 
of  evidence."] 
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Angus. 


Modem  lost   fit  to  be  recommended  to  a  jury,  or  as  one  which  a  jury  might 

— r__ —  properly  make"  (p). 

[In  the  modern  case  of  Dalton  v.  Angus  (^),  where  the  subject 
was  fully  considered,  all  the  judges  appear  to  have  been  of 
opinion  that  the  presumption  was  capable  of  being  rebutted  by 
some  means  or  other  (r) ;  but  they  differed  upon  the  question, 
what  evidence  or  admission  was  sufficient  for  the  purpose. 

The  plaintiffs  had  proved  enjoyment  of  the  support  claimed 
for  their  factory  since  its  erection  twenty- seven  years  before  the 
accident  which  gave  rise  to  the  action,  and  claimed  the  right 
under  the  doctrine  of  lost  grant ;  but  it  was  either  proved  or 
admitted  at  the  trial  that  no  grant  had  ever  in  fact  been  made. 
Notwithstanding  this  admission,  Lush,  J.,  at  the  trial  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs ;  and,  on  the  motion  for  judgment,  he 
adhered  to  his  opinion,  ^^  that  the  mere  absence  of  assent,  or  even 
the  express  dissent  of  the  adjoining  owner,  would  not  prevent  the 
right  to  light  and  support  from  being  acquired  by  uninterrupted 
enjoyment,  and  that  nothing  short  of  an  agreement,  either  ex- 
press or  to  be  implied  from  payment  or  other  acknowledgment, 
that  the  adjoining  owner  shall  not  be  prejudiced  by  abstaining 
from  the  exercise  of  his  right,  would  suffice  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion; in  other  words,  that  it  would  be  presumed, -after  the  lapse 
of  twenty  years,  that  the  easement  had  been  enjoyed  by  virtue  of 
some  grant  or  agreement,  unless  it  were  proved  that  it  had  been 
enjoyed  by  sufferance  "  («).  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  on  the  contrary, 
held  that,  when  it  was  proved  or  admitted  that  the  assent  of  the 
defendant's  predecessor  was  not  asked  for  or  obtained,  by  grant 
or  in  any  other  way,  to  any  support  being  derived  from  the  soil, 
the  presumption  was  at  an  end  (t).    He  was  also  of  opinion  that, 


( p)  1  Phillips  and  Arnold  on  Evidence, 
ed.  10,  p.  470. 

(q)  (1877  to  1881),  L.  B.  3  Q.  B.  D. 
85  ;  4  Q.  B.  Div.  162  ;  6  App.  Caa.  740. 
This  case  is  now  a  leading  authority 
npon  several  branches  of  the  law  of 
easements,  and  notably  upon  the  follow- 
ing poiots,  each  of  which  is  dealt  with 
in  its  place :  (1)  the  presumption  of 
lost  grant  and  the  evidence  admissible 
to  rebut  it ;  (2)  the  position  of  negative 
easements  under  Lord  Tenterden's  Act 
(below,  p.  202,  note  (/))  ;  (3)  secrecy  or 
uncertainty  of  enjoyment  (pp.  231,  236) ; 
(4)  the  effect  of  an  enjoyment  which  it 
is  impossible  or  difficult  to    interrupt 


(p.  236) ;  (5)  the  characteristics  of  the 
easement  of  support  generally  (Part  III. 
Chap.  IV.) ;  and  (6)  the  UabiUty  of  an 
employer  for  the  acts  of  his  contractor 
(Part  VI.  Chap.  II.).  The  several  aspects 
of  the  case  Nre  considered  in  the  several 
passages  where  these  subjects  respec- 
tively cc3me  up  for  treatment. 

(r)  See  espeoially  the  cases  collected 
by  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D. 
pp.  106,  if. ;  and  the  observati<ms  of 
Brett,  L.  J.,  on  appeal,  4  Q.  B.  Div.  at 
p.  200. 

(«)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  93. 

(0  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  at  pp.  117,  120. 
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[the  enjoyment  of  the  support  claimed  not  being  capable  of  being    Modem  loet 
interrupted,  no  grant  could  be  implied  from  the  failure  to  inter- 


rupt it  (w).     Mellor,  J.,  agreed  on  both  points  with  Cookbum,    .  Angw' 
0.  J.,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  was  also  divided  upon  the  question  now 
under  consideration.  Brett,  L.  J.,  considered  that  the  question  of 
grant  or  no  grant  was  a  pure  question  of  fact  to  be  found  by  the 
jury,  and  that  to  exclude  evidence  tending  to  show  that  there 
never  was  a  grant  would  be  to  usurp  the  functions  of  the  legis- 
lature ix)  ;  quoting  the  observation  of  Lord  Mansfield,  in  The 
Mayor  of  Hull  v.  Horner  (y),  that  **  length  of  time,  used  merely 
by  way  of  evidence,  may  be  left  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury 
to  be  credited  or  not,  and  to  draw  their  inference  one  way  or  the 
other  according  to  circumstances."  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  while  holding 
that  the  presumption  of  lost  grant  might  be  negatived  by  showing 
"  a  legal  incompetence  as  regards  the  owner  of  the  servient  tene- 
ment to  grant  an  easement  (a),  or  a  physical  incapacity  of  being 
obstructed  as  regards  the  easement  itself  (a),  or  an  uncertainty 
and  secrecy  of  enjoyment  putting  it  out  of  the  category  of  all 
known  easements"  (J),  was  of  opinion  that  the  presumption 
could  not  be  rebutted  by  mere  proof  that  no  grant  had  in  fact 
been  made :  "  The  presumption  of  acquiescence,"  he  said,  "  and 
the  fiction  of  an  agreement  or  grant  deduced  therefrom,  in  a  case 
where  enjoyment  of  an  easement  has  been  for  a  sufficient  period 
uninterrupted,  is  in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel  by  conduct,  which, 
while  it  is  not  conclusive  so  far  as  to  prevent  denial  or  explana- 
tion of  the  conduct,  presents  a  bar  to  any  simple  denial  of  the 
fact,  which  is  merely  the  legal  inference  drawn  from  the  con- 
duct "  (c).  Cotton,  L.  J.,  agreed  with  Thesiger,  L.  J.  {d).  In  the 
result,  the  Court  directed  that  the  defendants  should  elect  within 
fourteen  days  whether  they  would  take  a  new  trial,  which  the 
Court  thought  them  entitled  to  upon  the  point  of  notice  {e)y  and 


(m)  See  this  point  ooneidered  below,  B.   &  Aid.   679 ;   23  R.  R.  400 ;  and 

p.  236.  aboTO,  p.  191,  note  {g), 

(x)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  at  p.  201.  Com-  («)  See  Webb  v.  Bird  (1863),  13  C.  B. 

pare  the  ezpresaionB  of  opinion  by  the  N.   S.   841  ;   and  the  cases  considered 

same  learned  judge  in  Luke  of  Norfolk  below,  p.  236. 

V.  Arbuthnot  (1880),  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  Div.  n,)  gge  ChtuetMrey,  Rieharda  (1869), 

at  p.  393,  and  m  Earl  de  la  Warr  v.  7  h.  L.  C.  349  ;  and  below,  p.  286. 

ifi^^^  (1881),  L.  R.    17    Ch.   Div.    at  ^^^  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  p.  173. 

(y)  (1774),  Cowp.  102.  \d)  Ibid.  p.  186. 

(2)  See  Barker  v.  Biehardson  (1821),  4  (e)  See  below,  p.  231. 

13(2) 
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Modem lo«t    [that,  if  they  did  not  so  elect,  judgment  should  be  entered  for  the 


grant. 


plaintiff. 


^M^gm,'  ^^'^  defendants  did  not  elect  to  take  a  new  trial,  but  appealed 
to  the  House  of  Lords  (/),  where  the  case  was  twice  argued  by 
counsel  for  the  appellants  and  for  the  respondents,  and  questions 
were  put  to  seven  judges  of  the  High  Court.  Of  the  judges, 
three  {g)  based  their  opinions  upon  grounds  which  rendered  it 
unnecessary  for  them  to  consider  in  what  manner  the  presump- 
tion of  lost  grant  might  be  rebutted ;  three  (Ji)  in  effect  agreed 
with  Thesiger  and  Cotton,  L.  JJ.,  that  the  presumption  could  not 
be  rebutted  merely  by  showing  that  no  grant  had  in  fact  been 
made ;  while  the  seventh  (t)  was  of  opinion  that  proof  by  the 
defendants  that  the  right  claimed  had  not  been  granted  either 
by  deed  or  by  equitable  agreement  was  sufficient  to  rebut  the 
presumption. 

The  opposite  points  of  view  of  the  four  last-named  judges  on 
this  question  are  fully  expressed  in  the  opinions  of  Lindley  and 
Bowen,  JJ.,  respectively. 

"  The  theory  of  implied  grant,"  said  Lindley,  J.,  "  was  in- 
vented ag  a  means  to  an  end.  It  afforded  a  technical  common 
law  reason  for  not  disturbing  a  long-continued  open  enjoyment. 
But  it  appears  to  me  contrary  to  the  reason  for  the  theory  itself 
to  allow  such  an  enjoyment  to  be  disturbed  simply  because  it  can 
be  proved  that  no  grant  was  ever  in  fact  made.  If  any  lawful 
origin  for  such  an  enjoyment  can  be  suggested,  the  presumption 
in  favour  of  its  legality  ought  to  be  made  "  (A:). 

Bowen,  J.,  on  the  other  hand,  treated  the  rule  as  to  presuming 
a  grant  or  agreement  from  twenty  years'  enjoyment  as  nothing 
more  than  a  canon  of  evidence,  similar  to  the  presumption  of 
death  arising  from  seven  years'  absence  without  news  received, 
or  to  the  presumption  of  the  satisfaction  of  a  bond  after  twenty 
years,  and  similarly  liable  to  be  displaced  by  counter-evidence. 
^^  It  seems  a  contradiction  in  terms  to  maintain  that  the  rebuttable 
presumption  of  the  existence  of  a  grant  would  not  at  any  time 
have  been  necessaiily  counteracted  by  actual  proof  that  no  such 
grant  had  ever  been  made But  ...  it  would  not  now 


if)  L.  B.  6  App.  Gaa.  740.  last-named   bowing   to  anthority,   but 

\g)    FoUock,     B.y     and     Field    and  questioning  the  principle  of  the  decided 

Manisty,  JJ. ;   see  the  effect  of  their  cases. 

opinions  given  below,  Part  III.  Chap.  IV.  (t)  Bowen,  J. 

(A)  Lindley,  Lopes,  and  Fry,  Jj .,  the  \k)  At  p.  765. 
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[be  sufficient  to  disprove  a  legal  origin,  unless  the  possibility  of  an   Modem  losfc 
equitable  origin  were  negatived  as  well "  (/).  '- — 

lindlejr  and  Ijopes,  J  J.,  agreed  with  Bowen,  J.,  that  the  ques-       AnpJ.' 
tion  of  notice  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury ;  but,  the 
defendant  having  rejected  a  new  trial,  this  was  now  immaterial 
to  the  particular  case  (m). 

The  House  (n),  after  hearing  the  judges,  unanimously  affirmed 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Lord  Penzance  alone  ques- 
tioning the  principle,  but  following  the  previous  decisions. 
Lord  Blackburn  appears  to  have  proceeded  on  the  grounds  which 
influenced  FoUock,  B.,  and  Field  and  Manisty,  JJ.,  looking  upon 
the  right  claimed  as  springing  directly  from  the  long  enjoyment, 
without  the  interposition  of  a  grant  inferred  or  imputed ;  and  he 
did  not  therefore  consider  the  question  hero  discussed.  L^rd 
Selbome,  while  expressing  an  opinion  that  the  right  claimed  was 
conferred  by  the  Prescription  Act  (o),  thought  that  the  same 
result  could  be  reached  by  the  doctrine  of  presumed  grant,  and 
expressed  his  concurrence  with  the  majority  of  the  Couit  of 
Appeal  (/?).     Lord  Watson  in  eflect  agreed  with  Lord  Selbome. 

The  effect  of  the  decision  is  effectually  to  establibh  the  rule 
that  an  ea»ement  of  support  for  new  buildings  may  be  acquired 
by  twenty  yeavb  open  and  uninterrupted  user ;  and  although  the 
Lords  do  not  expressly  discuss  the  general  question  as  to  what 
evidence  is  admisibible  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  lost  grant, 
the  effect  of  their  judgment,  is  to  affirm  the  opinion  of  Thesiger 
and  Cotton,  L.  JJ.  It  follows  that  the  presumption  cannot  be 
displaced  by  merely  showing  that  no  grant  was  in  fact  made; 
the  long  enjoyment  either  estops  the  servient  owner  from  relying 
on  such  evidence  or  overrides  it  when  given  ((/),  and  the  Court 
will  make  any  possible  presumption  necessary  to  give  that  long 
enjoyment  a  legal  origin  (r).  But  it  appears  to  be  still  law  that 
an  incapacity  to  grant  the  easement,  extending  over  the  whole 
time  in  the  course  of  which  the  right  (if  granted  at  all)  must  have 
been  granted,  will  rebut  the  presumption  in  question  and  negative 


(/)  See  pp.  779  to  783  of  the  report.  Gregory  (1890),  L.  R.  25  Q.  B.  D.  481  ; 

(»/i)  On  this  point,  uee  below,  p.  231.  }*hHipp<  v.  HaUidai/,  [1891]  A.  C.  228. 

(n)  Lc.rd    Selbome,    C,    and    Lords  ^^i«t-  Tllturf/  v.  StUa  (1890),  L.  R.  45 

Penzance,  Blackburn,  and  W"at^oIl.  Ch.  D.  P8. 

w  8-  ^^'  V.  20i.  .etc  (0.  ei')  i':r^i"„;A<,f:T*i''ffif',: 

{p)  L  R.  6  App.  Cas.  at  p.  800.  Willoughhy  Bro».,  Ltd.,  [1902]  2  K.  B. 

iq)  Cf.  Goodman  v.  Mayor  of  Haittuh  332 ;  Dawson  v.  M^Groggan,  [1903]  1  Ir. 

(1882),  L.  R.   7  A.  C.   633 ;   Jfa^t  v.  R.  98. 
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Modem  lost    [the  claim  so  far  as  it  rests  on  the  fiction  of  a  lost  grant  («).     And 

grant. 


-  it  is  clear  that  the  claim  may  be  resisted  on  any  ground  which 
Ar^w,*     would  prevent  the  right  from  being  acquired  by  prescription  from 
time  immemorial  {t),"] 

Objootions  to       This  mode  of  carrying  out  the  policy  of  the  law,  by  the  inter- 
of  loet  grant,    vention  of  a  jury,  has  been  strongly  objected  to.     A  distinguished 
writer  has  observed : — 

"  The  practice  of  requiring  juries  in  any  case  to  be  mere 
passive  instruments  in  finding  facts  upon  their  oaths,  in  the 
existence  of  which  the  Court  itself  did  not  believe,  although  now 
established,  is  of  singular  origin.  The  effect  is  indirectiy  to 
establish  an  artificial  presumption,  which,  for  want  either  of 
inclination  or  authority,  could  not  be  established  and  applied 
directly.  It  seems  very  difficult  to  say  why  such  presumptions 
should  not  at  once  have  been  established  as  mere  presumptions 
of  law  to  be  applied  to  the  facts  by  the  Courts,  without  the  aid  of  a 
jury.  That  course  would  certainly  have  been  more  simple ;  and 
any  objection  as  to  the  want  of  authority  would  apply  with  equal, 
if  not  superior,  force  to  the  establishing  such  presumptions 
indirectly  through  the  medium  of  a  jury  "  (m). 

"  Notwithstanding  the  admission  of  the  presumptions,"  says  the 
same  learned  author,  "  which  appear  now  to  be  established  and 
necessary  rules  of  law,  this  branch  of  jurisprudence  cannot  but  be 
considered  as  imperfect  and  inartificial,  more  especially  if  it  be 
contrasted  with  the  laboured  distinctions  of  the  Roman  law  upon 
the  same  subject.  The  presumption  being  one  of  law,  arising  out 
of  the  fact  of  continued  and  adverse  possession  unrebutted,  ought, 
as  a  rule  of  law,  to  be  applied  whenever  the  facts  to  which  it  is 
applicable  arise ;  and  yet,  unless  the  jury  strain  their  consciences 
so  far  as  to  find  a  grant,  in  the  actual  existence  of  which  the  Court 
itself  may  not  believe,  the  rule  of  law  is  inapplicable ;  in  other 
words,  the  rule  is  useless  unless  the  jury,  upon  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Court,  find  a  fact  which,  in  all  human  possibility,  never 


(«)  See  the  opinion  of  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  npon  a  claim  under  the  Act,  see  Lemaitre 

above,  at  p.  195,  and  the  casee  there  ▼.  BavU  (1881),  L.   R.   19  Ch.   D.  at 

quoted :  Tyne  Improvement  Commissioners  p.  291. 

V.  Imrie  (1899),  81  L.  T.  124  ;  Neaverson  /.x  a^          «  .  ^        r         /ioaox   on 

V.  PeierLouJh  Rural  District   Council,  j  (0  S^  f.^.,^o*«^*  v  /a««  (1903)   89 

ria02]  1  Ch!  667 ;  and  of.   TTheaton  v,  ji'jA  fp\»   ^l'  -^«-^«'.  ^.  ^ntrobus, 

jkapU  #  Co,,  [1893]  3  Ch.  48.     As  to  the  L1»06J  2  OH.  188. 

effect  of  incapacity  to  grant  an  easement  (u)  2  Stark,  on  Eyid.  2nd  ed.  675. 
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existed,  and  which  is  perfectly  unconnected  with  the  real  merits  of  Objectiona  to 

.,  1  1  i  ii  .  1  J  thedoctnneof 

the  case ;  surely,  so  heavy  a  tax  upon  the  consciences  and  good     lost  grant, 
sense  of  juries,  which  they  are  called  on  to  incur  for  the  sake  of 
administering  substantial   justice,  ought  to  be  removed   by  the 
assistance  of  the  legislature ''  (ir). 

The  stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  o.  71  (commonly  called  the  Prescription  The  Presorip- 
Act),  "was  intended,"  said   Baron  Parke,  "to  accomplish  this  *^^^    ^* 
object  by  shortening  in   effect  the  period  of   prescription,  and 
making  that  possession  a  bar  or  title  of  itself,  which  was  so  before 
only  by  the  intervention  of  a  jury  "  (y). 

This  Act,  however,  contains  enactments  much  more  extensive 
than  would  be  necessary  for  the  attainment  of  this  object  merely ; 
and  it  certainly  is  to  be  lamented  that  its  provisions  were  not  more 
carefully  framed,  and  that  a  more  comprehensive  view  was  not 
taken  of  the  whole  of  this  most  important  branch  of  our  law.  It 
deserves  to  share,  in  common  with  too  many  of  our  statutes,  in  the 
reproach  that  it  is  couched  in  terms  so  obscure,  and  that  many  of 
the  clauses  are  so  carelessly  drawn,  that  it  is  extremely  difficult  to 
understand  what  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to  ascertain  what  the  law  really  The  atatute 
was  upon  the  subject  of  titles  by  prescription  at  the  time  of  passing  J^ed^the"^^'" 
the  statute,  as  the  statute,  although  it  has  given  some  increased  CommonLaw. 
facilities  to  a  party  claiming  an  easement,  has  not  superseded  the 
common  law,  but  allowed  him  an  election  to  proceed  either  under 
the  statute  or  according  to  the  common  law,  or  both  (2). 

Nor  is  the  title  by  lost  grant  put  an  end  to  by  the  statute  any 
more  than  that  the  title  by  prescription  is  abrogated  by  it  (a)  ; 
indeed,  as  far  as  the  preamble  may  be  permitted  to  afford  an  indica- 


{z)  Ibid.  669;  [and  see  Dawson  v. 
M'Groggan,  [1903]  1  Ir.  R.  92,  at  p.  98.] 

(y)  Jiright  v.  Walker  (1834),  1  Cr.  M. 
&  Ko8.  at  p.  218 ;  40  R.  R.  536 ;  Pre- 
face VI. ;  [and  per  Cockbnm,  C.  J.,  in 
Angus  v.  JJalton  (1877),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D. 
at  p.  105  ;  and  Lord  Macnaghten  in 
Gardner  v.  Hodgson's  Kingston  Brewer g 
Co.y  [1903]  A.  C.  at  p.  236.] 

(z)  ['*  lie  statute  only  applies  where 
you  want  to  stand  upon  thirty  years* 
user;  but  here,  where  the  title  ifl  one 
of  2ij0  or  300  years,  that  statute  is  not 
needed,  and  the  title  can  be  rested  on 
the  original  right  before  the  passing 
of  the  statute."  {Warrick  v.  Queen's 
College,  Oxford  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Oh.  728  ; 


Agnsley  v.  Glover  (1876),  L.  R.  10  Ch. 
283.)  But  this  statement  must  be  taken 
subject  to  the  opinion  expressed  by 
Far  well,  L.  J.,  in  Hgman  v.  Van  dt^n 
Bergh,  [1908]  1  Ch.  167, 176,  that  inacase 
in  which  either  of  the  statutory  defences 
(viz.,  enjoyment  under  a  written  agree- 
ment, or  interruption  for  more  than  a 
year)  is  available  to  the  alleged  servient 
owner,  the  alleged  dominant  owner 
cannot  evade  the  statutory  provisions  by 
setting  up  a  claim  outside  the  Act.] 

(a)  ILeeonJield  v.  Lonsdale  (1870), 
L.  R.  5  C.  P.  657,  726;  and  Lord 
Blackburn* s  observations  in  Ballon  v. 
Angus  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at 
p.  814  ;  and  see  last  note.] 
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The  statute    tion  of  the  objects  of  the  statute,  it  would  seem  that  the  principal 
superseded    motive  for  passing  the  statute  was  in  order  to  obviate  the  diflB- 
the  Common  oulty  which  arose  from  showiog  the  actual  commencement  of  an 
'- —  enjoyment  within  the  time  of  legal  memory. 


Preamble. 


Claims  to 
right  of  com- 
mon and  other 
profits  k 
prendre  not 
to  be  defeated 
after  thirty 
years*  enjoy- 
ment by  show- 
ing [only]  the 
oommence- 
ment; 


The  statute  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71)  is  as  follows :— "  An  Act  for 
shortening  the  Time  of  PrescrijHion  in  certain  Cases. — Whereas  the 
expression  *  Time  immemorial,  or  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man 
runneth  not  to  the  contrary/  is  now  by  the  law  of  Ed  gland  in 
many  cases  considered  to  include  and  denote  the  whole  period  of 
time  from  the  reign  of  King  Richard  the  First,  whereby  the  title 
to  matters  that  have  been  long  enjoyed  is  sometimes  defeated  by 
showiug  the  commencement  of  such  enjoyment,  which  is  in  many 
cases  productive  of  inconvenience  and  injustice ;  for  remedy  thereof 
be  it  enacted,  That  no  claim  which  may  be  lawfully  made  at  the 
common  law,  by  custom,  prescription,  or  grant  (6),  t(5  any  right  of 
common  or  other  profit  or  benefit  (c)  to  be  taken  and  enjoyed  from 
or  upon  any  land  of  our  sovereign  lord  the  King,  his  heirs  or 
successors,  or  any  land  being  parcel  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  or 
of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  or  of  any  ecclesiastical  or  lay  person  (rf), 
or  body  corporate  (except  such  matters  and  things  as  are  herein 
specially  provided  for,  and  except  tithes,  rent,  and  services)  shall, 
where  such  right,  profit,  or  benefit  shall  have  been  actually  taken 
and  enjoyed  by  any  person  claiming   right  thereto  {e)  without 


(b)  [The  judgment  in  Carli/on  v. 
Zoverinff  (1857),  1  H.  &  N.  784/  shows 
that  the  extent  of  the  right  claimed  by 
user  is  not  material,  if  the  right  could 
hare  been  legally  granted ;  and  see 
Dawson  v.  M'Groggan,  [1903J  1  Ir.  R. 
92.  But  a  claim  for  a  common  without 
stint  cannot  be  made  at  the  common  law, 
and  cannot  therefore  be  supported  under 
this  Act  by  evidence  of  user  {Morley  v. 
Clifford  (1882),  L.  R.  20  Ch.  D.  753 ;  cf. 
Earl  de  la  Warr  v.  Miles  (1881),  L.  R. 
17  Ch.  Div.  535) ;  and  see  as  to  claims 
by  custom  or  otherwise,  to  rights  in 
gross,  post,  p.  207,  note  (I?).] 

(e)  [Quaere,  whether  this  extends  to 
an  assignable  right  to  hawk,  hunt,  fish, 
and  fowl ;  see  Wick  ham  ▼.  Hawker 
(1840),  7  M.  &  W.  63;  56  R.  R.  623. 
It  seems  to  include  a  fishing  weir :  see 
Jiolle  V.  IFhi/te  (1868),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B. 
286;  and  LeconjUld  v.  Lonsdale  (1870), 
L.  R.  6  C.  P.  657. 

The  Act    only   affects    rights,    not 


duties :   see  Williams,   J.,   in  Peter  y. 
JJaniel  (1848),  6  C.  B.  at  p.  573.] 

(f/)  [The  first  section  applies  only  to 
cases  whore  one  man  claims  by  custom, 
prescription,  or  grant,  some  profit  or 
benefit  to  be  taken  or  enjoyed  from  or 
upon  the  land  of  another,  and  has  no  ^ 
application  to  a  right  claimed  by  k 
copyholder  on  his  own  tenement  ac-  ' 
cording  to  the  custom  of  the  manor 
(Hantner  v.  Chance  (1865),  11  Jur.  N.  S. 
397;  84  L.J.  Ch.  413).] 

(e)  \_I.e.^  claiming  right  thereto  as  an 
easement  and  as  of  right :  see  Harbidge 
V.  Warwick  (1849),  3  Exch.  552;  77 
R.  R.  725  ;  Gared  v.  Martyn  (1866),  19 
C.  B.  N.  S.  732  ;  Chamber  Colliery  Co.  v. 
Bopwood  (1886),  L.  R.  32  Ch.  Div.  549  ; 
Gardner  v.  Hodgnoti*s  Kifigston  Brewery 
Co.,  [1903]  A.  C.  229.  'Provided  th« 
enjoyment  be  as  of  right,  it  is  im- 
material whether  it  is  had  \mder  the 
proper  claim  of  right :  Earl  de  la  Wart 
V.  Miles  (1881),  L.  R.  17  Ch.  Div.  635  ; 
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interruption  (/)  for  the  full  period  of  thirty  years,  be  defeated  or 
destroyed  by  showing  only  that  such  right,  profit,  or  benefit,  was 
first  taken  or  enjoyed  at  any  time  prior  to  such  period  of  tbiiiy 
years,  but  nevertheless  such  claim  may  be  defeated  in  any  other 
way  by  which  the  same  is  now  liable  to  be  defeated ;  and  when 
such  right,  profit,  or  benefit,  shall  have  been  so  taken  and  enjoyed 
as  aforesaid  for  the  full  period  of  sixty  years,  the  right  thereto 
shall  be  deemed  absolute  and  indefeasible  (</),  unless  it  shall  appear 
that  the  same  was  taken  and  enjoyed  by  some  consent  or  agree- 
ment (A)  expressly  made  or  given  for  that  purpose  by  deed  or 

writing  (0. 


2  &  3  wm.  4, 

0.71. 


after  sixty 
jeara*  enjoy- 
ment thn 
r'ght  to  be 
atMolufe, 
unless  had  by 
consent  or 
agpreement  in 
writing. 


and  see  Dawson  v.  McOroggan^  [1903]  I 
Ir.  R.  92,  where  a  lost  grant  was  pre- 
Kumed,  the  enjoyment  having  been  had 
under  rights  erroneously  believed  to 
exist  under  a  lease. 

But  the  right  acquired  under  the  Act 
can  only  be  co-extensive  with  the  actual 
uner:  Hammerton  y.  Honey  (1876),  24 
W.  R.  603 ;  and  per  Brett  and  Cotton, 
L.  JJ.,  L.  R.  17  Ch.  Div.  at  pp.  594, 
69JJ.] 

(/)  rS©o  the  notes  to  sect.  4,  below, 
p.  205.] 

{g)  [As  to  this  expression,  see  p.  203, 
note  (o)  J 

(A)  [The  agreement  need  not  neces- 
sarily be  signed  by  the  servient  owner  : 
see  Bewley  v.  Atkinson  (1879),  L.  R. 
13  Ch.  Div.  283  ;  and  signature  by  a 
tenant  has  been  held  sufficient  {Hi/man 
V.  Van  den  Bergh,  [1907]  2  Ch.  516  ;  on 
appeal,  [1908]  1  Ch.  167).  As  to  what 
amounts  to  an  agreement,  see  beloV, 
p.  205,  note  («)•]  As  to  what  is  con- 
structive notice  of  the  agreement  to  a 
purchaser  of  the  servient  property,  see 
AlUn  v.  Seekham  (1879),  L.  R.  11"  Ch. 
Div.  790.] 

(>)  [The  provisions  of  the  first  sec- 
tion as  to  profits  a  prendre  differ  only 
from  those  of  the  second  as  to  ease- 
ments, in  respect  of  the  length  of  the 
periods  of  user  required,  and  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  decisions  on  one  section 
are  in  almost  every  case  applicable  t'j 
the  other. 

These  sections  make  no  change  in  the 
common  law,  1st,  as  to  the  nature  or 
extent  of  the  rights  which  can  be 
claimed  as  profits  h.  prendre,  or  as  ease- 
ments; or,  2ndly,  as  to  the  requisite 
qualities  of  the  user  by  which  they  cau 
be  acquired,  viz.,  that  it  must  be  '*neo 
▼1  nee  dam  nee  precario  "  (with  a  single 
exception  noticed  below) ;  or,  Srdly,  as 


to  the  admissibility  of  facts  showing 
that  the  enjoyment  could  not  po.ssibly 
have  been  as  of  right,  as  ex.  grr.  where 
it  is  shown  that  the  right,  if  any,  must 
have  originated  at  a  certain  time,  when 
and  since  which  the  new  acquisition  of 
such  right  was  prohibited  by  law,  either 
in  respect  of  the  lands  over  which,  or 
the  persons  by  whom  the  right  is 
claimed  ;  or,  4thly,  in  so  far  asrthe  shorter 
periods  mentioned  in  both  sections  are  eon- 
cernedf  in  the  admissibility  of  any  evi- 
dence whatever,  except  mere  proof  of 
the  time  of  the  origin  of  the  enjoyment, 
by  which  a  claim  at  the  common  law 
might  have  been  defeated,  as,  for  in- 
stance, a  licence  written  or  parol  extend- 
ing over  the  whole  period,  or  the  absence 
and  ignorance  of  the  persons  interested 
in  opposing  the  claim,  and  their  agents, 
during  the  whole  period.  But  in  the 
case  of  the  enjoyment  for  the  longer 
periods,  all  such  evidence  as  that  in- 
cluded in  the  4th  head  would  bd  ex- 
cluded and  the  claim,  if  not  open  to  the 
objections  arising  under  the  1st,  2ni,  or 
3rd  heads,  would  be  indefeasible  except 
by  proof  that  the  enjoyment  was  held 
under  a  written  consent  or  agreement 
made  or  given  for  the  purpose. 

The  exception  above  mentioned  as  to 
the  qualities  of  the  user,  introduced  by 
the  statute,  is  that  of  the  case  in  which 
a  right  can  be  acquired  under  the  Act 
by  a  precarious  user.  That  is  the  case 
of  an  enjoyment  for  either  of  the  longer 
periods  under  a  parol  licence  extended 
over  the  whole  period  and  not  renewed 
during  it.  In  this  one,  and  almost  im- 
possible instance,  a  right  may  be  ac- 
quired under  the  Act  by  an  enjoyment 
which  would  at  the  common  law  have 
been  bad  as  precarious ;  this  is  fully 
explained  in  the  judgment  in  Tickle  v. 
Broum  (1836),  4  A.  &  £.  369,  and  re< 
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2  &  8  Win.  4, 
C.71. 

In  olaims  of 
right  of  way 
or  other  ease- 
ment the 
periods  to  be 
twenty  years 
and  forty 
years. 


"  Sect.  2.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  no  claim  which  may 
be  lawfully  made  at  the  common  law,  by  custom,  prescription, 
or  grant  (A*),  to  any  way  or  other  easement  (/),  or  to  any  water- 


suits  from  the  provisions  of  sects.  1 
and  2f  that  an  enjoyment  for  the  longer 
periodic  shaU  only  be  defeated  by  proof 
of  a  written  licence  or  agreement, 
which  involves  the  consequence  that  an 
enjoyment  may,  in  this  instance,  be  as 
of  right,  though  permissive,  unless  the 
claimant,  by  askiLg  for  permission  during 
the  period,  admits  that  he  then  has  no 
right,  and  bO  breaks  the  continuity  of 
the  enjoyment  for  the  whole  period 
(Gardner  v.  HodgHon*B  K%ng*tort  Breicery 
Co.,  Ltd.,  [1903]  A.  C.  129,  aflarming 
[1901]  2  Ch.  198). 

The  practical  result  is,  that  in  the 
case  of  the  shorter  periods,  any  point 
whateverwhich  might  have  been  taken  at 
the  common  law  against  a  claim  by  pre- 
scription or  grant,  may  be  taken  against 
a  claim  under  sect.  1  or  2  of  the  Act, 
except  one,  i.e.,  that  the  right  originated 
within  the  time  of  legal  memory  ;  and, 
in  case  of  the  hmger  periods,  any 
objection  arising  from  the  nature  or 
extent  of  the  rights  claimed,  from 
defects  in  the  quality  of  the  user  (except 
the  one  already  pointed  out),  or  from 
facts  showing  that  the  right  claimed, 
though  not  objectionable  on  either  of 
those  grounds,  is  bad  in  consequence 
of  some  prohibition  applicable  to  the 
particular  case,  may  still  be  taken. 

Moreover,  the  decisious  subsequently 
referred  to  show  that,  in  order  to  make 
out  a  case  under  the  statute,  under  either 
the  first  or  second  section,  and  both  as 
to  the  longer  and  shorter  periods,  the 
cluiniant  is  exposed  to  certain  difficulties 
which  did  not  exist  at  common  law. 

They  are  as  follows : — 

1.  The  user  must  be  proved  for  the 
period  computed  next  before  ths  eommence- 
metit  tif  the  suit  or  action  in  which  the 
cUim  is  contested.     (Sect.  4.) 

2.  There  must  be  nothing  in  the  facts 
inconsistent  with  the  continuous  enjoy- 
ment of  the  profit  a  prendre  or  easement 
as  such  during  the  whole  period;  e.g., 
unity  of  actual  possession  at  any  time 
during  the  period  would  be  fatal  to  any 
claim  under  the  Act,  however  small  the 
interest  of  the  person  exerci»ing  the 
alleged  right  may  have  been  in  the  land 
upon  which  it  was  exercised.  At  the 
common  law,  unity  of  possession  was 
only  fatal  to  a  claim  by  prescription 
where  the  possession  proved  was  of  an 
estate  equal  in  duration  to  the  right 
olaimed,  whereas  under  the  FreeoriptioD 


Act,  any  unity  of  actual  possession, 
thtmgh  the  alleged  dominant  and  ser- 
vient tenements  are  held  under  different 
landlords,  is  fatal  to  the  proof  of  a  case 
under  that  Act.  (See  the  note  at  p.  186.) 
3.  The  right  acquired  is  measured  by 
the  user,  and  can  be  only  oo-cxtensive 
with  it  ;  for  example,  in  a  claim  of 
common  by  immemorial  prescription, 
at  the  common  law,  the  fact  that  a 
house  obstructing  the  exercise  of  the 
right  on  its  site  had  stood  on  the 
common  for  two  or  three  years  before 
the  suit,  would  not  have  prevented  the 
proof  of  the  right  to  the  use  of  the 
entire  common,  imtluding  the  site  of 
the  house  ;  but  under  Lord  Tenterden*s 
Act  the  right  acquired  would  ouly  be 
co-extensive  with  the  usery  and  the  site 
of  the  house  would  be  excluded.  See 
J)avics  V.  Williams  (1851),  16  Q.  B.  546  ; 
83  R.  R.  592,  and  the  dictum  of  Cress- 
well,  J.,  in  Moore  v.  TTebb  (1857),  I 
C.  B.,  N.  S.  676,  as  to  the  application 
of  this  to  casements.  And  see  per  Lord 
Robertson  in  Pirie  v.  KiMore  [Earl], 
[1906J  A.  C.  478,  at  p.  484.] 

(k)  See  p.  200,  note  [b). 

(/)  [This  section  does  not  apply  to 
the  easement  of  light,  which  is  sepa- 
rately dealt  with  by  sect.  3 ;  Peny  v. 
Eames,  [1591]  1  Ch.  658;  Wheaton  v. 
MapU  if  Co.,  [1893]  3  Ch.  48.  But  it  is 
not  confined  (as  suggested  by  Erie,  C.  J., 
in  jrebb  V.  Bird  (1861),  10  C.  B  ,  N.  S. 
268  ;  13  C.  B.,  N.  S.  3J1)  to  rights  of 
way  and  water :  Dalton  v.  Angus  (1881), 
L.  R.  6  H.  L.  at  p.  793,  per  Lord 
Selbome ;  Bms  v.  Gregory  (1890),  L.  R. 
25  Q.  B.  D.  481  ;  Simp&ort  v.  God- 
manehester  Corporation,  L.  R.  (1897), 
H.  L.  699.  In  Dalton  v.  Angus,  it 
appears  to  have  been  the  general  view 
that  the  section  applied  only  to  affir- 
mative easements ;  but  the  qucs«tion  was 
raised  whether  the  right  of  support  to 
buildings  was  affirmative  or  negative. 
(See  Lcnattre  v.  Davis  (1881),  L.  R.  19 
Ch.  D.  581,  and  below,  Part  III, 
Chap.  IVO 

It  would  seem  that  a  pew  is  not 
within  this  section,  as  the  owner  of  the 
freehold  has  no  power  to  grant  the  use 
of  a  pew.  See  Best  on  Presumptions, 
p.  lOU  ;  Crisp  v.  Martin  (1876),  L.  R.  2 
Pr.  D.  15;  Philippe  v.  llalliday,  [1891] 
A.  C.  228;  Stileman-Gibbard  v.  Jrilkin- 
son,  [1897]  1  Q.  B.  749.] 
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course  or  the  use  of  any  water  (w),  to  be  enjoyed  or  derived  upon,  2  &  3  Will.  4, 

over,  or  from  any  land  or  water  of  our  said  lord  the  King,  his '. — '- — 

heirs  or  successors,  or  being  parcel  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster 
or  of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  or  being  the  property  of  any  eccle- 
siastical or  lay  person,  or  body  corporate,  when  such  way  or  other 
matter  as  herein  last  before  mentioned  shall  have  been  actually 
enjoyed  by  any  person  claiming  right  thereto  without  inter- 
ruption {n)  for  the  fidl  period  of  twenty  years,  shall  be  defeated 
or  destroyed  by  showing  only  that  such  way  or  other  matter  was 
first  enjoyed  at  any  time  prior  to  such  period  of  twenty  years, 
but  nevertheless  such  claim  may  be  defeated  in  any  other  way  by 
which  the  same  is  now  liable  to  be  defeated  • '  and  where  such 
way  or  other  matter,  as  herein  last  before  mentioned,  shall  have 
been  so  enjoyed  as  aforesaid  for  the  full  period  of  forty  years,  the 
right  thereto  shall  be  deemed  absolute  and  indefeasible,  unless 
it  shall  appear  that  the  same  was  enjoyed  by  some  consent  or 
agreement  expressly  given  or  made  for  that  purpose  by  deed  or 
writing  (o). 


(m)  [Claim  of  right  to  adulterate  the 
water  of  a  natural  stream  is  a  claim  of 
a  "watercourse"  within  this  section. 
JFHffht  V.  Williami  (1836),  1  M.  &  W. 
77  ;  46  R.  B.  266 ;  Carlyon  v.  Lovering 
(1867),  1  H.  &  N.  784,  797.  A  claim  to 
waste  water  escaping  from  a  lock  is  not 
a  d&im  of  a  watercourse  (Staffordshire 
and  Worcester ith ire  Canal  v.  Birmingham 
Canal  (1866),  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  254) ;  nor  is 
water  percolating  through  the  banks  of 
a  river.  Roberts  v.  Fellowes  (1906),  94 
L.  T.  279.  A  claim  of  right  to  go  upon 
another  man's  close,  and  take  water  out 
of  a  spring  there,  is  an  easement.] 

(n)  [See  p.  2U0,  note  («),  and  the  notes 
to  sect.  4.] 

(o)  [See,  as  to  this  consent,  p.  201, 
note  (A),  and,  upon  the  whole  section, 
p.  201,  note  (t). 

The  right  only  becomes  absolute  and 
indefeasible  if  it  has  been  enjoyed  as  of 
right;  and  therefore  enjoyment,  even 
for  the  peiiod  of  forty  years,  by  a  tenant, 
of  an  easement,  such  as  a  right  of  way, 
over  land  in  the  occupation  of  another 
tenant  holding  under  the  same  landlord, 
cannot  confer  an  easement  under  this 
section.  Kilgour  v.  Gaddes,  p904]  1 
"K.  B.  467}  overruling  the  dictum  of 
Chitty,  J.,  in  Harris  v.  Ue  Finna 
(1886—6),  $3  Gh.  D.  238;  and  see 
Damper  y,  Baksett,  [1901]  2  Ch.  350. 

In  Hanna  v.  Bollock,  [1900]  2  Ir.  R. 
664,  the  question  as  to  whether  an 
easement  could  be  acquired  under  the 


Prescription  Act  by  less  than  fortj 
years*  enjoyment  by  one  tenant,  against 
property  in  the  occupation  of  another 
tenant  of  the  same  landlord,  received 
consideration ;  FitzGibbon,  L.  J.,  ex- 
pressed his  opinion  that  less  than  forty 
years*  enjoyment  by  a  termor  against  a 
termor  could  not,  imder  sect.  2  of  the 
Act,  confer  an  easement  or  raise  any 
presumption  of  a  lost  grant,  but  it 
appears  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  Lord  Justice  that  an  easement 
could  be  acquired  absolutely  and  in- 
defeasibly  by  forty  years*  enjoyment ; 
Walker,  L.  J.,  was  of  opinion  **  that  a 
lost  grant  of  a  right  to  water,  or  a  right 
of  way,  may  still  be  presumed  from 
enjoyment  of  twenty  years  between  two 
tenants,  whether  holding  under  the  same 
landlord  or  not** ;  aud  Holmes,  L.  J., 
held  the  same  opinion.  The  case  was, 
however,  decided  on  the  facts  (see  per 
FitzGibbon,'  L.  J.,  at  p.  673),  and  the 
question  is  decided,  at  any  rate  so  far  as 
the  EngHsh  Courts  are  concerned,  by 
Kilgour  v.  Gaddes  (ubi  sup.) 

In  circumstances  similar  to  those  in 
Kilgour  v.  Gaddes  (ubi  sup.),  a  profit  k 
prendre  could  not,  for  the  same  reasons 
as  were  the  grounds  of  the  decision  in 
that  case,  be  acquired  under  sect.  1  of 
the  Act ;  secus  in  the  case  of  light, 
under  sect.  3.  Fear  v,  Morgan,  [1906] 
2  Ch.  406 ;  affd.  sub  nom.  Morgan  v.  Fear 
(1907),  W.  N.  196  ;  and  of.  BiehardstmY. 
Graham,  [1908]  \  K.  B.  39.] 
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2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  71. 

Claim  to  the 
use  of  light 
enjoyed  for 
twenty  years 
indefeasible, 
unless  shown 
to  have  been 
by  consett  or 
agreement  in 
writing. 


"  Sect.  3.  And  be  it  further  enacted  {p)y  That  when  the  access  (q) 
and  nse  of  light  to  and  for  any  dwelling-house,  workshop,  or  other 
building  (r),  shall  have  been  actually  enjoyed  therewith  («)  for  the 
full  period  of  twenty  years  without  interruption  {(),  the  right 
thereto  (u)  shall  be  deemed  absolute  and  indefeasible  (j),  any 
local  usage  or  custom  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding  (^),  unless 


{p)  [The  Crown,  not  beinpf  named  in 
this  section,  i'«  not  bound  by  it.  J*n'n/y. 
jL'amea,  [1891]  1  Ch.  668;  Whcaton  v. 
Maple  ^  Co.,  [1893]  3  Ch.  48.] 

{q)  [I.e.,  the  access  or  freedom  of 
passage  over  the  servient  tenement,  as 
defined  by  the  aperture  in  the  dominant 
tenement.  See  Seott  v.  Fape  (1886),  L.  B. 
31  Ch.  Biv.  554;  Harris  v.  De  Pinna 
(1886\  L.  R.  33  Ch.  Div.  238  ;  Aldin  v. 
Latimer  Clark  ^  Co.,  [1894]  2  Ch.  437.] 

(r)  [As  to  what  is  a  "building" 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  see 
Duke  of  liorfolk  v.  Arhuthnoi  (1880), 
L.  R.  5  C.  P.  Div.  390  ;  Ean-is  v.  De 
Finna,  ubi  sup;  Cliffords.  Holt,  [1899] 
1  Ch.  698  ;  Maberley  v.  Dowson,  above, 
p.  21,  was  decided  before  the  Act. 

(«)  **Sect.  2  requires  that  the  ease- 
ments there  mentioned  shall  have  been 
enjoyed  by  persons  'claiming  right 
thereto ; '  but  in  sect.  3,  which  relates 
to  the  access  of  light,  there  is  no  such 
expression,  and  I  think  the  omission  is 
made  purposely;"  per  Maule,  B.,  in 
Flight  V.  Thomas  (1840),  11  Ad.  &  E. 
695;  62R.  R.468.  Cf.  Mat/or  of  London 
V.  Feuteiers'  Co.  (1842).  2  Moo.  &  Rob. 
409 ;  62  R.  R.  816  ;  Frewen  v.  Fhilipps 
(1861),  11  C.  B.,  N.  S.  449  ;  Simper  v. 
Foley  (1862),  2  J.  &  H.  565. 

But  the  access  of  light  must  be  en- 
joyed aa  an  easement ;  [and  therefore 
an  enjoyment  while  the  dominant  and 
servient  tenement  are  in  the  same  occu- 
pation will  not  do ;  Harbidge  v.  Warwick 
(1849),  3  Exch'.  552;  77  R.  R.  725; 
Ladt/nun  v.  Grave  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
763. 

The  period  of  enjoyment  begins  as 
soon  as  the  windows  are  put  in  the 
dominant  house,  capable  of  being  opened 
and  shut  and  of  admitting  light.  It  is 
not  neceHsary  that  the  house  shoxdd  be 
occupied,  or  that  the  light  should  have 
been  continuously  admitted.  Courtauld 
V.  Legh  (1869),  L.  R.  4  Exch.  126; 
Cooper  V.  Straker  (1888),  L.  R.  40  Ch.  D. 
21  ;  Collis  V.  Laugher,  [1894]  3  Ch.  659. 

The  question  whether  there  has  been 
an  actual  enjoyment  is  a  question  of 
fact  to  be  determined  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  each  case  (Smith  v. 


Baxter,  [1900]  2  Ch.  138);  and  an 
alfcerntiou  in  the  dumiuHut  buildin^y 
which  wouH  not  involve  the  loss  of  a 
right  to  likrht  whenindefeasiblyKcqaired 
(as  tQ  which  see  post,  pp.  >  28.  546.  649) 
will  not  prevent  the  acquisition  of  the 
right  if  made  during  the  statutory 
period  in  which  the  right  is  in  course  of 
acquisition.  (Smith  v.  Baxter,  [1900] 
2  Ch.  138  ;  Andrews  v.  Waite,  [1907] 
2  Ch.  500.)] 

(/)  [See  notes  to  sect.  4.  The  term 
interruption  in  this  section  bears  the 
same  meaning  as  in  sect.  4,  and  refers 
to  an  adverse  obstruction,  aud  not  to  a 
mere  discontinuance  of  user.  Smith  y. 
Baxter,  [1900]  2  Ch.  138.] 

(u)  [I.e.,  the  right  to  an  easement  of 
light ;  as  to  which  see  Colls  v.  Home  and 
Colonial  Stores,  Ltd.,  [1904]  A.  C.  179  ; 
Ambler  y.  Gordon,  [1905]  1  K.  B.  417; 
and  see  below.  Part  V.  Chap.  II.] 

(x)  [The  right  exists  not  only  during 
the  continuance  of  the  interest  of  the 

Eerson  by  whom  the  enjoyment  was 
ad,  but  as  an.  easement  attached  to  the 
fee  simple  of  the  dominant  tenement. 
Bright  v.  Walker  (1834),  I  C.  M.  &  R. 
211  :  40  R.  R.  636,  Preface  VI.  ;  Bobson 
v.  Fdward^,  [18931  2  Ch.  146;  Wheaion 
V.  Maple  f  Co.,  [1893]  3  Ch.  48,  65. 
And  the  right  can  be  acquired  by  one 
tenant  against  another  holding  adjoin- 
ing premises  under  the  same  landlord ; 
and  when  so  acquired,  absolutely  and 
indefcaidbly,  by  twenty  yeara*  enjoy- 
ment, the  right  enures  in  favour  of  the 
dominant  tenement,  not  only  as  against 
the  tenant  of  the  adjoining  premiseM. 
but  as  against  the  common  landlord  and 
aU  succeeding  owners  of  the  adjoining 
premises.  Frewen  v.  Fhilipps  (1861),  11 
C.  B.,  N.  S.  449  ;  Harris  v.  de  Pinna 
(1886),  L.  R.  33  Ch.  D.  238  ;  Bobson  v. 
Edwardes,  [1893]  2  Ch.  146;  Fear  v. 
Morgan,  [1906]  2  Ch.  406 ;  afFd.  subnom. 
Morgan  v.  Fear  (1907),  W.  N.  196.  ^  In 
the  head-note  to  Frewm  v.  Phitipps 
the  concluding  words  *'as  against  the 
other  "  should  be  omitted.] 

(v)  \Coopn  V.  Hubbuck  (1862),  12 
C.  B.,  N.  S.  456;  Tiuscott  v.  Merchant 
Tf't/lor*'  Co.  (1866),  ubi  sup.  The  statute 
has  not  altered  the  law  as  to  the  nature 


BY  PRESCRIPTION. 


206 


it  shall  appear  that  the  same  was  enjoyed  by  some  consent  or 
agreement  expressly  made  or  given  for  that  purpose  by  deed  or 
writing  (z). 

"  Sect.  4.  And  be  it  further  enacted  (a) ,  That  each  of  the  re- 
spective periods  of  years  hereinbefore  mentioned  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  the  period  next  before  some  suit  or  action 
wherein  the  claim  or  matter  to  which  such  period  may  relate 
shall  have  been  or  shall  be  brought  into  question  (J),  and  that  no 


and  extent  of  light  to  wldch  the  dominant 
tenement  is  entitled.  ICelk  v.  Fear  son 
(1871),  L.  R.  6Ch.  809.] 

(s)  [See  p.  201,  note  (A).  Where  a 
lessor  granted  a  lease  of  a  house  with 
the  legal  and  reputed  appurtenances, 
**  except  rights,  if  any,  restricting  the 
free  use  of  adjoining  land,  or  the  con- 
version or  appropriation  at  any  time 
hereafter  of  such  land  for  building  or 
other  purposes,  obstructive  or  other- 
wise,^' it  was  held  that  these  words, 
although  sufficient  to  negative  the  im- 
plied grant  of  light  (above,  p.  116),  were 
not  a  "  consent  or  agreement'*  within 
this  section  so  as  to  prevent  the  btatute 
from  running  as  from  the  date  of  the 
grant.  Mitchell  v.  Cautrill  (1887),  L.  R. 
'61  Ch.  Div.  66 ;  dibt.  Haynes  v.  Kingy 
[1893]  3  Ch.  439. 

An  agreement  referring  to  '  *  windows ' ' 
was  held  to  include  a  skylight.  Easton 
v.  lated,  [1903]  1  Ch.  405.  But  a  stone 
built  iuto  the  wall  of  a  house,  and 
having  inscribed  upon  it :  **  1816.  This 
Mone  IS  placed  by  J.  A.  to  perpetuate 
Jt.  M.'s  right  to  build  within  9  inches 
of  this  and  any  other  building,"  was 
Jield  not  to  be  a  **  consent  or  agreement 
expressly  made  or  g^ven  for  that  pur- 
pose." RuMoe  V.  Gronmell  (1903),  89 
L.  T.  426.  The  grounds  of  thi^  decision 
appear,  from  the  judgment  of  Halsbury, 
L.  C,  to  have  been  that  the  inscription 
did  not  unequivocally  refer  to  light,  but 
might  have  been  placed  in  position  for 
the  purpose  of  preserving  the  boundary, 
or  for  some  other  reason. 

In  Hyman  v.  Van  den  Bergh^  [1907] 
2  Ch.616  ;  affd.  [1908]  1  Ch.  167,  it  was 
held  by  Parker,  J.,  tnat  an  agreement 
maiie  and  signed  only  by  the  tenant  of 
the  tenement  in  respect  of  which  the 
right  was  claimed,  was  a  sufficient  agree- 
ment in  writing  within  the  meaning  of 
the  section,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  before  the  agreement  was  signed  by 
the  tenant  enjoyment  had  been  had  for 
over  twenty  yearsimmediately  preceding ; 


and  on  appeal,  this  decision  was  affirmed 
(W.  N.  (1907),  p.  260). 

(a)  Note  the  qualification  of  this  sec- 
tion by  sect.  7. 


I 


{b)  [The  right  must  be  laid  twenty 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  and  not  before  the  injury  com- 
plained of:  Wright  y.  fFilliams  {ISZ6), 
1  M.  &  W.  77  ;  46  R.  R.  266 ;  Rieharde 
V.  Fry  (1838),  7  A.  &  E.  698 ;  46  R.  R. 
816;  Flight  v.  Thomas  (1841),  8  CI.  & 
Fin.  242,  per  Lord  Cottenham ;  64 
R.  R.  65  ;  Tilbury  v.  SUca  (1890),  L.  R. 
4b  Ch.  Div.  98;  Colls  v.  Home  and 
Colonial  Stores,  Ltd.,  [1904]  A.  C.  179, 
per  Lord  Macnaghten,  at  p.  189 ;  Ifyman 
v.  Van  den  Bergh,  [1907]  2  Ch.  616  ;  affd. 
[1908]  1  Ch.  167.  But  an  enjoyment 
next  before  any  action  or  suit  in  which 
the  claim  is  brought  into  question  confers 
a  right  which  may  be  set  up  in  every 
subsequent  action  and  suit :  Cooper  v. 
Hubbtick  (1862),  12  C.  B.,  N.  S.  456, 
Williams,  J.,  diss. 

It  had  been  held  or  hinted,  that  in 
order  to  support  the  plea  of  enjoyment 
during  the  period,  actual  user  must  be 
proved  in  the  first  and  in  the  last  years 
of  the  period  relied  upon  (see  Carr  v. 
Foster  (1842),  3  Q.  B.  681;  11  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  284 ;  Bailey  v.  Appleyard  (1838), 
8A.  &  E.  161;  47  R.R.  537;  Barker 
Y,  Mitchell  {lSAO)y  II  A.  &E.7SS).  And 
in  Lowe  v.  Carpenter  (1861),  6  Exuh.  826; 
20  L.  J.  Exch.  374;  86  R.  R.  496,  it 
was  also  suggested  by  Parke,  B.,  that 
an  act  of  user  in  every  year  of  the 
period  should  be  shown  to  have  taken 
place.  But  in  HoUins  v.  Verttey  (1884), 
L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  304,  the  Court  of 
Appeal  declined  to  recognize  any  such 
rule,  and  held  the  true  rule  to  be  that 
'  *  a  cessation  of  user  which  excludes  an 
inference  of  actual  enjoyment  as  of  right 
foY  the  statutoiy  period  will  be  fatal  at 
whatsoever  portion  of  the  period  the 
cessation  occurs,  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
a  cessation  of  user  which  does  not  ex- 
clude such  inference  is  not  fatal,  even 


2  &  3  WiU.  4, 
c.  71. 


Before  men-. 
tioned  periods 
t/)  be  deemed 
those  next 
before  some 
suit  wherein 
a  claim  to 
which  such 
periods  relate 
shall  be 
brought  into 
question. 
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2  &  3  wai.  4, 

0.  71. 


In  actions  on 
the  oase  the 
claimant  may 
allege  his 
right  gene- 
raily,  as  at 
present. 


In  pleas  to 
trespass  and 
otlier  plead- 
ings, where 


act  or  other  matter  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  interruption,  within 
the  meaning  of  this  statute,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  or 
shall  be  submitted  to  or  acquiesced  in  for  one  year  (c),  after  the 
party  interrupted  {d)  shall  have  had  or  shall  have  notice  thereof, 
and  of  the  person  making  or  authorizing  the  same  to  be  made  {e). 
"  Sect.  5.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  in  all  actions  upon 
the  case  and  other  pleadings,  wherein  the  party  claiming  may  now 
by  law  allege  his  right  generally,  without  averring  the  existence 
of  such  right  from  time  immemorial,  such  general  allegation  shall 
still  be  deemed  sufficient,  and  if  the  same  shall  be  denied,  all 
and  every  the  matters  in  this  Act  mentioned  and  provided  which 
shall  be  applicable  to  the  case,  shedl  be  admissible  in  evidence  to 
sustain  or  rebut  such  allegation ;  and  that  in  all  pleadings  to 
actions  of  trespass,  and  in  all  other  pleadings  wherein,  before 
the  passing  of  this  Act,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  allege 


I  although  it  occurs  at  the  beginning,  or 
the  end,  of  the  period.*'  In  the  case 
itself,  the  user  had  been  so  rare  as  not 
to  raise  an  inference  of  continuous  and 
open  enjoyment  during  the  statutory 
period ;  and  in  Smith  v.  Baxter,  [1900] 

2  Gh.  138,  it  was  laid  down  that  the 
question  of  enjoyment  is  in  every  case  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  ac- 
cording to  the  circumstances.  Of.  per 
James,  L.  J.,  in  Earl  de  la  Warr  v. 
Miles  (1881),  L.  R.  17  Oh.  Div.  at  p.  600; 
and  see  Lawson  y.  Langley  (1836),  4  A. 
&  E.  890 ;  43  R.  R.  513. 

It  seems  impossible  to  reconoUe  the 
dictum  of  Patteson,  J.,  in  Faytte  v. 
Shedden  (1S34),  1  M.  &  Rob.  383;  42 
R.  R.  808,  that  the  use  of  a  way  for  ten 
years,  and  an  agreement  for  the  next  ten 
to  discontinue  the  user,  retaining  the 
right,  would  be  sufficient  under  the  Act, 
with  the  decisions  in  the  cases  cited.] 

(c)  An  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of 
more  than  nineteen  years  cannot  be 
defeated  by  an  interruption,  not  ac- 
quiesced  in,  of  less  than  a  year.  Flight 
V.  Thomas  (1840),  8  01.  &  Tin.  231  ;  62 
R.  R.  468 ;  [see  this  case  explained  by 
Lord  Oampbell,  in  Eatim  v.  Swansea 
Waterworks  Co.  (1851),  17  Q.  B.  272. 
But  it  does  not  follow  that  an  inchoate 
right  claimed  by  upwards  of  nineteen 
years'  enjoyment  will  be  protected  by 
u junction  :  Bridewell  Hospital  y.  TFard 
(1893),  62  L.  J.  Oh.  270  ;  68  L.  T.  212  ; 

3  R.  228 ;  Lord  Battersea  y.  Commissioners 
of  Sewers,  [1895]  2  Oh.  708. 

As  to  what  amounts  to  acquiescence 
in  an  interruption,  see  Ghver  t.  Colt' 


man  (1874),  L.  R.  10  0.  P.  108 ;  War- 
wick V.  Queen's  College  (1870),  L.  R.  10 
Eq.  105  ;  Seddon  v.  Bank  of  Bolton  (1882), 
L.  R.  19  Oh.  D.  462.] 

{d)  Per  Parke,  B. ,  in  Flight  y.  Thomas 
(1840),  11  A.  &  E.  699  ;  52  R.  R.  468. 
*'  Sect.  4  speaks  of  the  partg  interrupted. 
The  statute  seems  to  contemplate  inter- 
ruption of  the  right,  not  of  the  period. '* 

(e)  [To  constitute  an  interruption 
under  this  section,  it  is  essential  that 
there  should  be  '*  an  actual  discontinu- 
ance'* of  the  enjoyment  in  fact,  by 
reason  of  an  obstruction  submitted  to 
and  acquiesced  in  for  a  year  (Plasterers* 
Co.  y.  Parish  Clerks'  Co.  (1851),  6  Exch. 
630  ;  86  R.  R.  413) ;  but  repeated  inter- 
ruptions in  fact,  though  each  too  short 
to  operate  as  **an  interruption,"  as 
defined  by  this  section,  may  yet  be  suffi- 
cient, and  are  good  evidence  to  show 
that  the  user  all  through  was  *'  con- 
tentious," and  so  not  a  user  "as  of 
right "  within  the  statute.  Eaton  y. 
Swansea  Waterworks  Co.  (1851),  17 
Q.  B.  267  ;  85  R.  R.  455  ;  and  see 
Rogers  y.  Taylor  (1858),  2  H.  &  N.  828 ; 
Gale  y.  Abbot  (1862),  8  Jur.  N.  S.  987  ; 
Bennison  v.  Cartwright  (1864),  5  B.  &  S. 
1  ;  Warrick  v.  Queen's  College,  Oxford 
(1871),  L.  R.  6  Oh.  728;  Olovei-  y.  Cole- 
man (1874),  L.  R.  10  0.  P.  108 ;  and 
per  Bowen,  J.,  in  Lalton y.  Angus  (1881), 
Li.  R.  6  App.  Oas.  at  p.  786.  An  inter- 
ruption which  fluctuates  during  the 
year,  such  as  a  pile  of  cases  from  time 
to  time  remoyed  and  renewed,  is  not 
enough :  Presland  y.  Bingham  (1889), 
L.  R.  41  Oh.  Diy.  268.] 
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the  right  to  have  existed  from  time  immemorial,  it  shall  be  suflGicient 
to  allege  the  enjoyment  thereof  as  of  right  (/)  by  the  occupiers 
of  the  tenement  in  respect  whereof  the  same  is  claimed  (g)  for 
and  during  such  of  the  periods  mentioned  in  this  Act  as  may  be 
applicable  to  the  case,  and  without  claiming  in  the  name  or  right 
of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  as  is  now  usually  done ;  and  if  the  other 
party  shall  intend  to  rely  on  any  proviso,  exception,  incapacity, 
disability,  contract,  agreement,  or  "other  matter  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  or  (/*)  on  any  cause  or  matter  of  fact  or  of  law  not 
inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact  of  enjoyment  (t),  the  same  shall 


2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  71. 

partjr  used  to 
allege  his 
claim  from 
time  imme- 
morial, the 
period  men- 
tioned in  this 
Act  maj  be 
alleged;  and 
exceptions  or 
other  matters 
be  replied 
specially. 


(/)  The  omission  of  these  words  in  a 
plea  wiU  make  it  bad,  even  after  ver- 
dict: Jloljord  V.  Hankimon  (1844),  5 
Q.  B.  684 ;  [and  it  was  in  one  case  laid 
down  that  they  wonld  be  necessary  in 
a  plea  founded  upon  the  enjoyment  of 
light  under  sect.  3 :  Harbuige  v.  War- 
iDiek  (1849),  3  Exch.  552,  per  Parke,  B. : 
77  R.  R.  725.  But  the  point  was  not 
essential  to  the  decision  in  that  case, 
and  the  opinions  expressed  in  the  judg- 
ments in  Merchant  Taylort*  Co.  v.  Truscott, 
Frewen  v.  Phihppt,  and  Ladt/man  v.  Grace 
and  a  comparison  of  Fear  y.  Morgan  with 
Kiigour  v.  Gaddety  ubi  sup.,  show  that 
they  would  not.  As  to  the  meaning  of 
these  words,  see  Gardner  v.  Hodgton's 
King»ton  Brewery  Co.^  Ltd.,  [1903]  A.  C. 
229;  affirming  [1901]  2  Ch.  198. 

(ff)  [The  words  **  the  tenement  in 
refipect  whereof  the  same  is  claimed," 
in  this  section,  have  given  rise  to  a 
question,  whether  rights  of  common  in 
gross  and  other  incorporeal  rights  in 
gross  are  within  the  statute,  and  can 
be  claimed  under  it. 

The  first  and  second  sections  expressly 
extend  to  **  any  daim  which  may  law- 
fully be  made,  by  custom,  prescription, 
or  g^rant,  at  the  common  law ;  "  and  it  is 
beyond  all  donbt  that  rights  of  common 
in  gross  and  other  incorporeal  rights 
in  gToea  may  lawfully  be  claimed  at 
common  law.  Such  rights  are  equally 
within  the  mischief  against  whicdi  the 
Act  was  directed,  and  ought  not,  it  was 
said,  to  be  held  excluded  merely  because 
the  form  of  pleading  mentioned  in  sect.  5 
is  only  appropriate  to  rights  appur- 
tenant. Parke,  B.,  in  fFeHwme  v.  Upion 
(1839),  5  M.  &  W.  404,  says,  *'  I  am  not 
sore  that  by  a  liberal  construction  of 
the  6th  section  it  might  not  be  made 
to  include  them,'*  i.e.,  rights  in  gross. 

The  question  was  considered  but  not 
decided  in  BaHey  y.  Stephent  (1862),  12 


C.  B.,  N.  S.  113,  and  Mounsey  y.  Ismay 
(1865),  3  H.  &  G.  498.  But  in  ShuttU- 
worth  V.  Le  Fleming  (1865),  19  C.  B., 
N.  S.  687,  it  was  decided  that  such  a 
right  is  not  within  the  Act.  The  de- 
fendant there  claimed  that  he  and  his 
ancestor  had  for  thirty,  and  six^  years 
before  the  action,  enjoyed  the  right  of 
fishing  in  Coniston  Laike,  and  landing 
their  nets  on  its  banks.  The  Ck)urt 
held  the  plea  bad.  They  said  that  the 
6th  section  gave  the  key  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  Act.  It  "professes 
to  enact  forms  of  pleading  applicable 
to  all  rights  within  the  Act  theretofore 
claimed  to  have  existed  from  time  im- 
memorial, which  forms  it  declares  shall 
in  such  cases  be  sufficient.  Thone  forms 
have  clear  relation  to  rights  which  are 
appurtenant  to  land,  and  to  such  rights 
only.  The  whole  principle  of  the  plead- 
ing assumes  a  dominant  tenement,  and 
an  enjoyment  as  of  right  by  the  occu- 
piers of  it.  The  proof  must,  of  course, 
follow  and  support  the  pleading.  It  i:» 
obvious  that  rightt  claimed  in  gross 
cannot  be  so  pleaded  or  proved."  This 
decision  was  followed  by  Farwell,  J., 
in  Mei'cer  v.  Denue,  [1904]  2  Ch.  534, 
540 ;  atfd.  [1906]  2  Ch.  638  ;  aud  by 
Buckley,  J.,  in  lUtmsgate  Corporation  v. 
Debling  (19U6),  21  T.  L.  R.  369 ;  70 
J.  P.  132.  In  Mercer  v.  JJenney  on  appeal, 
[1906]  2  Ch.  538,  the  decision  of  Far- 
well,  J.,  was  affirmed  upon  grounds 
which  rendered  the  consideration  of 
this  point  unnecessary,  and  the  point 
was  expressly  kept  open  by  Stirling, 
L.  J. ;  see  p.  586 .J 

(A)  [The  disabilities  mentioned  in 
sect.  7  fall  within  this  alternative,  even 
if  they  are  excluded  from  the  first 
branch  of  the  alternative  by  the  use  of 
the  word  *•  hereinbefore.**] 

(i)  [This  means  any  matter  of  fact 
or  law  not  inconsistent  with  the  simple 
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be  specially  alleged  and  set  forth  in  answer  to  the  allegation  of 
the  party  claiming,  and  shall  not  be  received  in  evidence  on  any 
general  traverse  or  denial  of  such  allegation. 

"  Sect.  6.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  in  the  several  cases 
mentioned  in  and  provided  for  by  this  Act,  no  presumption  shall 
be  allowed  or  made  in  favour  or  support  of  any  claim,  upon  proof 
of  the  exercise  or  enjoyment  of  the  right  or  matter  claimed  for 
any  less  period  of  time  or  number  of  years  than  for  such  period 
or  number  mentioned  in  this  Act  as  may  be  applicable  to  the  case 
and  to  the  nature  of  the  claim  {k). 

**Sect.  7.  Provided  also,  That  the  time  during  which  any 
person,  otherwise  capable  of  resisting  any  claim  to  any  of  the 
matters  before  mentioned,  shall  have  been  or  shall  be  an  infant, 
idiot,  non  compos  mentis,  feme  covert,  or  tenant  for  life,  or  during 


fact  of  enjojment  as  required  by  the 
statute^  i.e.,  a  continuous  enjoyment  at 
of  right  {Tickle  v.  Brown  (1836),  4  A.  & 
E.  369,  382 :  43  R.  R.  358),  and  as  an 
eaiumcnt  [Onley  v.  Gardiner  (U38),  4 
M.  &  W.  496 ;  42  R.  R.  704).  And, 
consequently,  auy  fact  inconsistent  with 
the  former,  such  as  pennishion  ai«ked  at 
any  time  during  the  period  (Tickle  v. 
Broicn^  ubi  hup.  ;  hea^Uy  v.  Clarke 
(1836),  2  Bin^.  N.  C.  705),  or  payment 
of  a  rent  in  recipect  of  the  enjf»yment 
{Gard*ier  v.  Hodgxon'e  Kingston  Brewery 
Co.,  Ltd.,  [1903]  A.  C.  229 ;  affirming 
[1901]  2  Ch.  li^8),  or  with  the  latter, 
such  as  unity  of  actual  possession  at 
any  time  during  the  period,  or  such  a 
state  cf  the  ownership  of  the  alleged 
dominant  and  servient  tenement  as  that 
there  could  not  be  an  enjoyment  as  of 
right  (as  in  Warburton  v.  I'arke  (1857), 
2  H.  &  N.  64,  where,  during  part  of 
the  period,  the  reversioner  of  the 
tenants  exercising  the  alleged  right  was 
tenant  for  life  of  the  land  over  which 
it  was  exercised,  or  in  Kilgoury.  Gaddea, 
[1904]  1  K.  B.  457,  where  the  respective 
tenements  in  respect  of  and  over  which 
a  right  of  way  was  claimed  were  the 
property  of  the  same  owner,  but  were 
in  lease,  during  the  period,  to  difPerent 
tenants),  may  be  proved  upon  a  mere 
traverse  of  the  enjoyment. 

But  anything  not  inconsistent  with 
such  enjoyment,  as  ex.  gr.,  a  licence 
extending  over  the  whole  period  {Tickle 
V.  Broun,  ubi  sup.)  ;  a  tenancy  for  life 
or  other  of  the  disabilities  included  in 
sect.  7  {Pye  v.  Mumfurd  (1848),  11  Q.  B. 
666) ;  such  facts  as  that  during  the  first 


part  of  the  period  of  enjoyment,  the 
user  was  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  but  was  con- 
tinued af  c<>r  they  had  ceased  to  be  in 
force,  and  that  there  had  been  no  right 
in  existence  before  the  Act  {Kinloch  v. 
Nevile  (1840),  6  M.  &  W  795  ;  55  R.  R. 
781) ;  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  upon 
a  traverse  of  a  plea  under  the  statute, 
but  must  bo  specially  replied. 

The  difficulties  to  which  a  plaintiff 
was  formerly  exposed  upon  questions  of 
this  kind  have  been  removed  by  altera- 
tions in  the  law  of  pleading ;  they  never 
can  arise  in  cases  where  the  question 
is  raised  upon  a  traverse  of  a  right 
alleged  in  general  terms,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  declaration  alleging  a  right  to  an 
easement  by  reason  of  ^he  possession  of 
a  tenement ;  in  such  cases,  the  defen- 
dant may  take  every  possible  objection 
under  the  Act  upon  a  mere  traverse  of 
the  right  so  alleged  :  see  chapter  on 
Pleading,  post.] 

{k)  See  Bright  v.  Walker  (1834),  1 
C.  M.  &  R.  211 ;  40  R.  R.  636.  [User 
for  a  less  period  than  the  prescribed 
number  of  years  is  not  whoUy  in- 
operative ;  it  may,  in  oonjunction  with 
other  circumstances,  bear  its  natural 
weight  as  evidence  of  a  grant.  Thus, 
taking  vitreous  sand  from  copyhold 
tenements  by  copyholders  for  less  than 
thirty  years,  coupled  with  evidence  of 
taking  other  sand  from  the  copyhold  for 
more  than  thirty  years,  was  held  to 
prove  an  immemorial  custom  to  take 
sand  generally.  {Ifanmer  v.  Chance  (lS66)f 
11  Jur.  N.  S.  397  ;  34  L.  J.  Oh.  413.)] 
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which  any  action  or  suit  shall  have  been  pending,  and  which  shall 
have  been  diligently  prosecuted  until  abated  by  the  death  of  any 
party  or  parties  thereto,  shall  be  excluded  in  the  computation 
of  the  periods  hereinbefore  mentioned,  except  only  in  cases 
wEere  the  right  or  claim  is  hereby  declared  to  be  absolute  and 
indefeasible  (/). 

"~Bect.  8.  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted.  That 
when  any  land  or  water  upon,  over,  or  from  which  any  such  way 
or  other  convenient  (m)  watercourse  or  use  of  water  shall  have 
been  or  shall  be  enjoyed  or  derived,  hath  been  or  shall  be  held 
under  or  by  virtue  of  any  term  of  life,  or  any  term  of  years 
exceeding  three  years  from  the  granting  thereof,  the  time  of  the 
enjoyment  of  any  such  way  or  other  matter  as  herein  last  before 
mentioned,  during  the  continuance  of  such  term,  shall  be  excluded 
in  the  computation  of  the  said  period  of  forty  years  («),  in  case 
the  claim  shall  within  three  years  next  after  the  end  or  sooner 
determination  of  such  term  be  resisted  by  any  person  entitled  to 
any  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  thereof  (o). 

*'Sect.  9.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  this  Act  shall  not 
extend  to  Scotland  [or  Ireland  (i?)]." 


2  &  3  WiU.  4» 

0.  71. 


^ 
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Not  to  extend 
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(/)  Sect.  7  must  be  read  with  sect.  4, 
and  the  period  of  any  tenancy  for  life 
must  be  excluded  [if  properly  pleaded] 
in  the  computation  of  the  periods  of 
thirty  years:  Clayton  v.  Corbif  (1842),  2 
Gjile  &  D.  174 ;  67  R.  R.  807 ;  [2  Q.  B. 
813.  S.  C;  Ft^e  v.  Mumford  (1848),  11 
Q.  B..  666.  It  appears  from  the  judg- 
ments in  these  cases,  that  if  the  tenancy 
for  life  be  replied  to  a  plea  of  enjoy- 
ment under  the  Act,  the  defendant  may 
show,  by  way  of  rejoinder,  that  he  has 
had  an  enjoyment  for  the  required  period, 
excluding  the  time  of  that  tenancy, 
such  period  being  *'  eorutructively  '*  next 
before  the  suit ;  but  that  if  the  plaintiff 
does  not  reply  the  tenancy,  hut  simply 
traverses  the  enjoyment,  ike  case  will 
be  determined  as  if  there  had  been  no 
tenancy  for  life  at  all.  See  also  the 
observations  of  Parke,  B.,  in  Onley  v. 
Gardiner  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  500,  as  to 
the  effect  of  excluding  the  period,  being 
in  effect  to  increase  the  total  required 
period  of  enjoyment,  and  not  simply  to 
connect  two  discontinuous  periods  abso- 
lutely excluding  the  time  of  disability.] 

(m)  [See  below,  p.  211.] 

(w)  [Xhe  judgei  of  the  Court  of 
Queen  s  Bench  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Ptf/*  V.  Skinner  (1852),  18  Q.  B.  668  ;  88 

G. 


R.  R.  703,  that  the  8th  section  applies 
only  to  the  period  of  forty  years,  and 
therefore  that  the  time  during  which  the 
premises  are  under  lease  for  a  term 
exceeding  three  years  is  not  to  be  ex- 
cluded in  the  computation  of  the  period 
of  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  a  right 
of  way;  but  the  question  whether  the 
tenancy  for  years,  though  not  to  be 
absolutely  excluded  under  sect.  8,  might 
not  be  made  use  of  in  another  way  to 
defeat  the  user,  is  a  different  matter. 
See  post,  p.  220,  note  (e).] 

(o)  [In  Symons  v.  Lea/cer  (1886),  L. 
R.  15  Q.  B.  D.  629,  Field  and  Manisty, 
JJ.,  acting  upon  an  opinion  expressed 
by  Jessel,  M.ll.,  in  Lairdv.  Briggs  (1881), 
L.  R.  19  Ch.  Div.  22,  held  that  **  rever- 
sion "  does  not  include  **  remainder."] 

{p)  By  21  &  22  Vict.  o.  42,  the  Act  is 
extended  to  Ireland  from  and  after  the 
1st  January,  1859.  And  by  37  &  38 
Vict.  c.  35  (the  Statute  Law  Revision 
Act,  lb 74),  the  words  "or  Ireland**  are 
struck  out  of  sect.  9 ;  and  sect.  10, 
which  enacts  that  the  Act  shall  com- 
mence and  take  effect  on  the  first  day 
of  Michaelmas  Term  then  next  ensu- 
ing, and  sect.  11,  which  allows  it  to  be 
amended  during  the  session,  are  re- 
pealed. 
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With  the  exception  of  the  right  to  light,  two  distinct  periods  of 
user  with  respect  to  easements  are  specified  by  the  Prescription 
Act.  As  far  as  concerns  the  shorter  period  fixed — an  enjoyment 
for  twenty  years — the  statute  seems  to  be  merely  a  declaration  in 
accordance  with  the  law  as  it  before  stood  (q) ;  it  enacted  only  that 
the  right  should  not  be  defeated  by  showing  the  commencement  of 
such  user  to  have  been  within  the  time  of  legal  memoiy,  but  allow- 
ing such  user  to  be  defeated  in  any  other  way  by  which  its  effect 
might  previously  have  been  destroyed. 

The  enactment  as  to  the  longer  period  of  forty  years  materially 
restricts  the  common  law  modes  of  defeating  the  effect  of  user  of  an 
easement,  declaring  that  user  for  that  time  shall  give  an  absolute 
and  indefeasible  right  (r),  notwithstanding  any  personal  disability 
on  the  part  of  the*  owner  of  the  servient  inheritance  («),  unless  it 
shall  appear  that  the  same  was  enjoyed  under  some  consent  or 
agreement  by  deed  or  writing. 

In  all  cases  in  which  an  easement  is  claimed  under  the  statute  by 
user,  such  user  must  be  shown  to  have  existed  during  the  requisite 
periods  immediately  preceding  the  commencement  of  some  suit  or 
action  wherein  the  clcdm  or  matt^  to  which  such  period  may  relate 
shall  come  in  question  {t). 

Where,  however,  the  servient  tenement,  upon,  over,  or  from 
which  any  such  way,  or  other  convenient  watercourse  or  use  of 
water,  shall  have  been  or  shall  be  claimed  or  derived,  has  been  held 
during  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  forty  years,  "  under  any  term 
of  life  or  any  term  of  years  exceeding  three  years  from  the  grant- 
ing thereof,"  "  the  time  of  the  enjoyment  during  the  continuance 
of  such  term  shedl  be  excluded  in  the  computation,"  provided  that 
the  claim  to  the  easement  founded  on  the  user  shall  be  resisted  by 
the  reversioner  within  three  years  after  the  determination  of  such 
term  (w). 


(q)  [In  Palk  v.  Skinner ,  ubi  sup., 
Erie,  J.y  said,  ''the  statute  makes  no 
difference  in  the  modes  of  defeating 
the  user,  except  as  it  provides  that  it 
shall  not  be  defeated  by  proof  of  origin 
at  some  time  prior  to  the  tweuty 
yeara;  "  but  the  proposition  in  the  text, 
must  be  taken  with  some  qualification, 
in  consequence  of  the  provisions  of 
sect.  4,  and  the  decisions  thereupon, 
the  effect  of  -which  is  to  expose  the 
claimant  to  some  difficulties  first  in- 
troduced  by  the  Act,   and   mentioned 


ante,  p.  202,  note.] 

(r)  Sect.  2.  [This  paragraph  in  the  text 
deals  only  with  the  acquisition  of  ease- 
ments under  this  section,  but  it  is  appli- 
cable also  to  the  acquisition  of  profits  h. 
prendre  under  sect.  1,  with  the  substi- 
tution of  the  period  of  sixty  years  men- 
tioned in  that  section  for  the  period  of 
forty  years  mentioned  in  this  paragraph 
of  the  text.] 

W  Sect.  7. 

(t)  Sect.  4 ;  see  p.  205,  ante,  note. 

(w)   Wright  y.   JTUiianu  (1836),  1  K. 
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The  peculiar  language  of  this  section  (sect.  8)  must  be  observed.  Exception  for 

It  is  not  in  terms  extended  to  every  description  of  easement  as  in  1- 

the  2nd  section,  but  is  confined  "  to  a  way  or  other  convenient 
watercourse  or  use  of  water."  "  No  doubt,"  said  Parke,  B.,  in 
Wright  v.  Wiiliams  (a;),  "  there  is  a  mistake  in  the  8th  section, 
probably  a  miscopying  in  the  insertion  of  the  word  *  convenient ' 
instead  of  ^  easement.' "  If  the  word  easement  were  substituted,  as 
suggested  by  the  learned  judge,  the  language  of  the  two  sections 
would  be  identical. 

No  case  has  yet  arisen  in  which  the  Courts  have  been  called  upon 
to  decide  whether  effect  could  be  given  to  the  presumed  intention 
of  the  legislature,  or  whether  the  exemption  must  be  strictly  con- 
fined to  the  two  kinds  of  easement  mentioned  in  the  statute  (^). 
It  may,  however,  be  suggested  that  by  reading  "  convenience  " 
instead  of  "  convenient,"  a  word  which  in  the  old  books  is  synony- 
mous with  easement,  the  language  would  be  sufficient  to  give  effect 
to  the  intentions  of  the  framers  of  the  statute,  without  any  violent 
perversion  of  the  words. 

After  an  enjoyment  of  forty  years,  the  extent  of  the  exemption 
contained  in  the  8th  section  appears  to  amount  to  this : — ^The 
period  during  which  the  owner  of  the  servient  inheritance  has  not 
been  ^'  valens  agere,"  in  consequence  of  the  existence  of  a  lease  for 
life  or  for  more  than  three  years,  is  altogether  excluded  in  the  com- 
putation of  the  time  during  which  the  user  has  been  enjoyed, 
provided  he  contests  the  claim  within  three  years  after  the  lease 
expires ;  so  that  if  the  first  twenty  of  the  forty  years'  user  were 
had  at  a  time  when  the  servient  tenement  was  not  so  held  under 
lease,  the  owner  of  such  tenement  would  be  barred,  even  though  he 
brought  his  action  within  the  three  years  from  the  expiration  of  the 
lease ;  and  it  would  also  seem  that  for  the  same  reason  he  would 
equally  be  barred,  though  the  tenement  had  been  held  during  the 
first  eighteen  and  the  last  two  years  of  the  forty  without  lease,  the 


&  W.  77  ;  46  R.  R.  265 ;  Onlei/  y.  Oar^  counsers  argaments,  as  reported  in  Tjr, 

diner  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  496 ;  Jiichards  y.  &  Gtn.  at  p.  390.] 
Fry  (1838),  7  A.  &  £.  698  ;  45  R.  R.  816 ;  {y)  See  Zyde  y.  Barnard  (1836),  1  M. 

Jonet  y.  Fries  (1836),  3  Bing.  N.  G.  52;  &  W.  101 ;  46  R.  R.  269,  obaeryations 

3  Scott,  Z7Q;XLaird  v.  Brigg$  (1881),  of  the  judges  upon  the  word  **  upon'*  in 

L.  R.  16  Oh.  D.  440;  19  Gh.  Diy.  22;  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  6;  and   Wright 

Synums  y.  Leaker  (1885),  L.  R.  15  Q.  B.  y.  Williamt  (1836),  1  M.  &  W.  77  ;  46 

D.  629.]  R.  R.  265.     [In  iaird  y.  Briggs  (1881), 

{x)  (1836),  1  M.  &  W.  77  ;  46  R.  R.  L.  R.  19  Gh.  Div.  22,  the  point  was 

265.    [The  suggestion  does  not  appear  expressly  kept  open  by  the  Gourt  of 

hj  the  report  to  have  been  made  by  the  Appeal.] 
judge  in  this  case;  but  it  is  found  in 

14(2) 


• 
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Exception  for  tenement  being  held  on  lease  during  the  intervening  period  of 

1-  twenty  years ;  the  time  of  user  during  the  leases  is  simply  to  be 

excluded,  and  there  appears  to  be  nothing  to  prevent  the  tacking 
together  of  the  two  periods  of  eighteen  and  two  years  during 
which  there  has  been  a  valid  user.  This  point,  it  is  true,  has  not 
yet  arisen;  but  the  case  appears  to  be  exempted  from  the  rule 
requiring  twenty  years'  enjoyment  next  before  action  brought,  by 
the  express  enactment  of  the  statute — that  the  time  during  which 
the  property  was  so  held  on  lease  shall  be  excluded  from  the 
computation  of  the  period  of  forty  years  (s). 

Supposing,  then,  that  the  period  during  which  the  servient 
tenement  has  been  so  in  lease  is  simply  to  be  excluded  in  the 
computation  of  the  time,  and  to  be  considered  in  law  as  though  it 
had  never  been,  a  further  question  arises  whether  the  user,  during 
the  remaining  twenty  years,  when  there  was  no  such  demise,  can 
be  defeated  as  in  ordinary  cases ;  for  instance,  by  showing  that 
the  owner  of  the  inheritance  was  during  the  whole  or  part  of  that 
time  under  a  disability.  By  the  7th  section,  the  provision  in 
favour  of  disabilities  does  not  apply  to  the  cases  "  where  the  right 
or  claim  is  declared  to  be  absolute  and  indefeasible  ;  "  and  it  may 
be  urged  that  the  policy  of  the  law  is,  after  so  long  an  enjoyment, 
to  clothe  such  user  with  the  legal  right  without  allowing  the 
general  object  to  be  defeated  by  too  minute  provisions.  To  this, 
however,  it  may  be  replied  that  if  the  period  of  the  subsistence  of 
the  lease  is  to  be  excluded,  the  reversioner  does  not  obtain  com- 
plete protection  unless  he  stands  in  the  same  position  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  as  he  would  do  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a 
user  of  twenty  years,  when  the  servient  tenement  was  not  under 
lease ;  and  the  words  of  the  7th  section  of  the  statute  may  be 
satisfied  by  supposing  it  to  mean  only  that,  in  the  computation  of 
the  period  of  forty  years,  for  the  purpose  of  throwing  upon  the 
owner  of  the  inheritance  the  onus  of  showing  that  he  was  under 


{z)  [The  views  of  the  learned  anthor 
are  confirmed  by  the  judgments  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Clayton  v. 
Corby  (1842),  2  Q.  B.  813 ;  67  R.  R.  807, 
and  FyeT,  Mumford  (1848),  11  Q.  B.  675, 
npon  the  effect  of  excluding  the  periods 
of  disability  under  sect.  7.  They  are 
excluded  for  the  benefit  of  the  person 
resisting  the  claim,  and  not  of  the 
person  setting  it  up ;  if,  therefore, 
there  has  in  fact  been  an  interruption 


by  the  tenant  for  life  or  other  occur- 
rence duriug  the  tenancy  affeotiug  the 
eujoyment,  this  may  be  shown,  in  order 
to  defeat  the  claim,  and  the  claimant 
could  not  get  rid  of  the  objection  by 
saying  that  the  tenancy  was  to  be  ex- 
cluded in  his  favour,  so  as  to  shut  out 
such  objection. 

See  also  the  judgment  of  the  Ck>urt 
of  Appeal  in  Hollint  v.  Vemey  (1884), 
L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  304.] 
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the  particular  disability  of  a  reversioner,  no  time  of  general  disabi-  Exception  for 

lity  is  to  be  deducted ;  but  that  the  fact  of  his  being  a  reversioner '- 

being  once  established,  and  the  question,  therefore,  then  being 
whether  there  has  been  a  valid  user  of  twenty  years,  that  must 
be  decided  as  if  it  stood  completely  abstracted  from  the  time 
during  which  the  servient  tenement  was  in  lease ;  or  that,  in 
other  words,  in  computing  the  period  of  forty  years,  disability 
[under  sect.  7]  shall  never  be  deducted— in  computing  that  of 
twenty  years,  always  [if  properly  set  up  in  the  pleading  (a)]. 

With  regard  to  light,  by  the  3rd  section,  twenty  years'  un-  Light 
interrupted  enjoyment  (ft)  confers  an  absolute  and  indefeasible 
right,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  case  in  which  such  enjoy- 
ment was  had  under  written  agreement.  The  8th  section  of  the 
statute  does  not  in  terms  apply  to  the  easement  of  light,  and  the 
only  period  of  time  there  mentioned  is  "  forty  years,"  so  that, 
even  supposing  the  courts  should  hold  that  section  to  apply  to 
easements  in  general,  it  would  still  be  a  question  whether  light 
could  be  included  in  it.  This  would  depend  upon  whether  the 
expression  "period  of  forty  years"  could  be  taken  to  be 
synonymous  with  the  period  in  which  these  rights  became 
absolute,  subject  to  the  proviso  contained  in  that  section  (c). 

By  the  construction  given  to  the  clause  (sect.  4)  of  the  statute, 
enacting  "  that  no  act  or  matter  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
interruption  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  unless  the  same 
shall  be  submitted  to  or  acquiesced  in  for  one  year  after  the 
party  shall  have  had  or  shall  have  notice  thereof,"  an  enjoyment 


(a)  The  judgments  in  Clayton  v.  Corby ^ 
and  Fye  y.  Mumford  (ante,  p.  212, 
note),  fully  establish  the  propositions 
contended  for  bj  the  learned  author. 
There  are  in  short  two  distinct  modes 
of  making  out  a  right  to  an  easement 
under  the  2nd  section,  one  by  twenty 
years*  user  and  another  by  forty  years* 
user.  If  the  twenty  years'  user  be 
pleaded,  and  a  tenancy  for  life  be  re- 
plied, it  is  competent  for  tbe  claimant, 
by  sect.  7,  to  rejoin  and  prove  a  twenty 
years*  user  (excluding  uie  time  of  tbe 
tenancy  for  life),  and  if  he  do  not  he 
will  fail.  If  the  forty  years'  user  be 
set  up,  and  a  tenancy  for  life  or  for 
years  be  replied,  the  claimant  is  driven, 
by  sect.  8,  to  lejoin  and  piove  a  forty 
gears'  user,  excluding  those  periods; 
but  whether  the  claimant  relics  upon  a 


twenty  years'  user  by  reason  of  his  not 
having  in  fact  had  a  user  for  forty 
years,  or  by  reason  that  the  provisions 
of  sect.  8  furnish  an  answer  to  his  forty 
years*  user,  is  quite  immaterial,  and 
the  question  whether  there  has  been  a 
good  twenty  years*  user  iu  the  one  case 
constructively,  in  the  other  actually, 
next  before  the  suit,  must  be  decided 
in  each  case  according  to  the  same 
rules. 

{b)  [Of  the  access  of  it  as  an  ease' 
mentf  see  Harbidge  v.  Waruiek  (1849), 
3  Exch.  562 ;  77  R.  K.  lib  ;  and  see 
above,  p.  200,  note  (<?).] 

(<•)  [In  Palk  v.  iihinner,  post,  p.  220, 
note  [z) ,  the  j udges  were  cleaiiy  of  opinion 
that  sect.  8  only  applies  to  the  period  of 
forty  years ;  but  whether  or  no,  light  is 
not  within  sect.  8.] 
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for  the  full  period,  minus  any  time  less  than  a  year,  has  been 
construed  to  give  a  right  {d). 
No  titie  given      An  opinion  seems,  on  one  occasion,  to   have  been  expressed, 
during  shorter  that,  before  the  statute,  a  licence  might  be  presumed  from  a  length 
*""®'  of  user  insufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  of  a  grant,  so  as  to 

justify  the  exercise  of  an  affirmative  easement  until  such  licence 
was  countermanded  (e).  That  such  user  shall  be  altogether  in- 
sufficient to  give  a  right  is  provided  by  the  section  which  enacts, 
That  no  presumption  shall  be  made  in  favour  of  any  claim  from 
the  exercise  or  enjoyment  of  the  thing  claimed  during  a  shorter 
period  than  that  specified  by  the  statute  (/). 


Inter  pree- 
sentee  et 
absentee. 


Code  Civil. 


The  period  of  prescription  fixed  by  the  civil  law  was  ten  years 
where  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  was  present,  and  twenty 
where  he  was  absent. 

By  the  French  Code  Civil  thirty  years'  user  is  sufficient  to 
confer  a  title  to  all  those  easements  which  are,  from  their  nature, 
susceptible  of  being  claimed  by  prescription  (g). 


Sect.  2. — The  persons  against  and  by  tchom  the  Enjoyment 

must  be  had. 

Persons  As  it  is  essential  to  the  existence  of  an  easement,  that  one 

en^ym«QtS^  tenement  should  be  made  subject  to  the  •  convenience  of  another, 
^^'  and  as  the  right  to  the  easement  can  exist  only  in  respect  of  such 

tenement,  the  continued  user  by  which  the  easement  is  to  be 
acquired  must  be  by  a  person  in  possession  of  the  dominant  tene- 
ment :  and  as  such  user  is  only  evidence  of  a  previous  grant — and 
as  the  right  claimed  is  in  its  nature  not  one  of  a  temporary  kind, 
but  one  which  permanently  affects  the  rights  of  property  in  the 
servient  tenement — ^it  follows  that  [by  the  common  law]  such  grant 
can  only  have  been  legally  made  by  a  party  capable  of  imposing 


(d)  [I.e.,  after  the  expiration  of  the 
full  period  of  twenty  years;  above, 
p.  206,  note  («).] 

{e)  Doe  d.  Foley  v.  WiUon  (1809),  11 
East,  66. 

(/)  Sect.  6.  [See  the  observations 
of  x^atteson,  J.,  in  Carr  v.  Foster ^  and 
Parke,  'B.,mLovDe  v.  Carpenter ,  cited  ante, 

£.  206,  note  (b) ;  SoUins  v.  Verney  (1884), 
.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  304 ;  Bonner  v.  Great 


Western  Hail.  Co.  (1883),  L.  R.  24  Ch. 
Div.  1.  But  such  an  inchoate  right  may 
be  the  subject  of  compensation  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Acts:  Ite  London, 
Tilbury,  and  SotUhend  Bail.  Co.  and 
Ttttstees  of  the  Gouer^s  Walk  Schools 
(1889),  L.  R.  24  Q.  B.  Div.  326 ;  Barlow 
V.  Boss  (1890),  ibid.  381.] 

{ff)  Pardessus,  Trait6  des  Servitudes, 
424. 
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Buoh  a  permanent  burthen  upon  the  property — that  is,  the  owner  Aoqme«ceroe 
of  an  estate  of  inheritanoe  {h) ;  and  therefore,  in  order  that  such  inheritance 
user  may  confer  an  easement,  the  owner  of  the  servient  in^.eritance  ^^^I^*!!!?!^**! 

•'  '  ^  common  law  J. 

must  have  known  that  the  easement  was  enjoyed,  and  also  have 
been  in  a  situation  to  interfere  with  and  obstruct  its  exercise,  had 
he  been  so  disposed ;  his  abstaining  from  interference  will  then  be 
construed  as  an  acquiescence  (t).  Contra  non  valentem  agere  non 
ourrit  preescriptio. 

The  want  of  acquiescence  of  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  of  the 
neighbouring  tenement  may,  it  would  seem,  be  inferred,  either 
from  the  circumstance  that  he  is  not  in  possession,  or  from  the 
nature  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  right,  it  being,  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
out  of  the  view  and  knowledge  of  such  neighbouring  owner,  though 
he  be  in  possession.  With  respect  to  the  former  question  an 
important  point  arises,  whether,  if  the  knowledge  in  fact  of  the 
owner  of  the  inheritance  of  the  hostile  enjoyment  of  an  easement 
be  shown,  he  is  bound  by  it.  Cases  decided  before  the  Prescription 
Act  certainly  lay  down,  that  if  knowledge  in  fact  of  the  reversioner 
be  shown,  he  would  be  bound ;  but  in  one  of  the  oases  a  learned 
judge  {k)  took  a  distinction  between  two  divisions  of  easements, 
expressing  an  opinion  to  the  effect,  that  an  enjoyment  of  a  negative 
easement  would  not  bind  the  reversioner,  unless  his  knowledge 
were  positively  shown,  though  it  would  be  otherwise  of  an  affirma- 
tive easement. 

If  it  be  taken  as  law,  that  a  reversioner  can  be  bound  by  his 
knowledge  in  fact  of  a  user  enjoyed  during  the  time  his  land  is  in 
the  possession  of  a  tenant,  as  his  acquiescence  in  such  cases  is 
inferred  from  his  ottering  no  opposition,  it  would  seem  that  he 
must  have,  by  law,  some  valid  mode  of  preventing  the  right  from 
vesting  by  the  continuance  of  the  user.  With  respect  to  a  negative 
easement  it  is  clear  the  exercise  of  such  a  right  gives  no  right  of 
action  to  any  person ;  and  even  as  to  some  positive  easements,  such 


(A)  Daniel  v.  Xorth  (1809),  11  East, 
372 ;  \Bradbury  v.  Grintell  (1800),  2  Wms. 
Sauna.  176  (d)  (e)  ;  JioberU  v.  James 
in  (1903),  89  L.  T.  282.  The  rule  stated 
the  text  applies  also  to  the  acquisition, 
under  the  Prescription  Act,  1832,  of 
easements  other  than  light  {Kilffour  t. 
Oaddet,  [1904]  1  K.  B.  457) ;  but  it  is 
otherwise  with  regard  to  an  easement  of 
light  under  the  Act.  Fear  v.  Morgan, 
[1906]    2    Gh.    416;    affd.    sub  nom. 


Morgan  v.  Fear  (1907),  W.  N.  196.] 

(i)  Gray  v.  Bond  (1821),  2  Brod.  & 
Bing.  667 ;  6  J.  B.  Moo.  627 ;  23  R.  R. 
630 ;  [Roberta  v.  James  (1903),  89  L.  T. 
282]. 

(At)  Per  Le  Blanc,  J.,  in  Daniel  v. 
North  (1809),  11  East,  372;  and  semble 
also  by  Parke,  J.,  in  Gray  v.  Bond 
(1821),  2  B.  &  B.  667 ;  6  J.  B.  Moo. 
635  ;  23  B.  R.  630. 
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Acquiesoenoe  as  a  right  of  way,  it  ifl  doubtful  whether  the  reversioner  oould  maln- 
inheritaDce    tain  an  action  (/) ;  and,  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  he 

required  [at 
oommon  law].  ' 


EfiPeotof 
notioe  b j 
reversioner. 


(/)  [**  In  order  to  maintain  the  action 
it  was  necessary  for  him  to  aver  and 
prove  that  tho  act  complained  of  was 
injurious  to  his   reversionarj  interest, 
or  that  it  should  appear  to  be  of  such  a 
permanent  nature  as  to  be  necessarily 
injurious.    A  simple  trespass,  even  ac- 
companied by  a  claim  of  right,  is  not 
necossarily  injurious  to  his  reversionary 
interest."      Per   Parke,   J.,    Baxter  v. 
Taiflor  (1832),  4  B.   &  Ad.  76.    Baxter 
V.  Taylor  was    acted    upon  in  Simpson 
V.  Sara^e  (1856),  1    C.  B.,  N.   S.  352, 
in  which  the  Court  held  that  no  action 
lies    by   a    reversioner,    for    a    smoke 
nuisance  caused  by  lighting  fires  in  a 
factory  and  causing  smoke  to  issue  so 
as  to  be  a  nuisance  to  the  reversioner's 
tenants  and  make  them  give  notice  to 
quit ;    and    a  very  similar   point   was 
decided  in  Mumford  v.  Oxford^  Woreisttr 
a*td  Wolverhampton  Rail.    Co.    (1856),   1 
H.  &  N.  34,  where  the  complaint  was 
for  causing  loud  noises,  and  the  Court 
heJd  that  the    action  would  not    lie ; 
and  see  Damper  v.  Ba*settj  [1901]  2  Ch. 
350.     It  would  be  foreign  to  the  subject 
of    thi^  book   to  discuss    the  quebtion 
how  far  these  cases  can  be  reconciled 
with   the   old   authorities,    referred   to 
by  the  Court  in   Bell  v.  Midland  Hail. 
Co.   (1861),    10  C.    B.,  N.    S.   287,   as 
to    the    right    of    action    for    causing 
tenants  to  leave  their  tenements.     In 
both  cases  the  Court  relied  upon  the 
fact  that  tho  injury  complained  of  was 
not  of  a  permanent  character,  although 
unquestionably  the  repetition  of   such 
acts  would  furnish  evicfcnce  against  the 
reversioner,  whether  he  might  be  able 
to  rebut  it  or  not.     In  Kidgill  v.  Moor 
(1860),  9  C.  B.  372,  Maule,  J.,  referring 
to  the  dictum  of  Parke,  B.,  in  Baxter  v. 
Taylor f  says,  "  My  brother  Parke  does 
not  say  that  it  would   not  be  evidence 
if  the  party  claimed  a  right  of  way  and 
meant  to  assert  it ; "  and  in  TickU  v. 
Brown  (1836),  4  A.  &  E.  378,  Patteson, 
J.,  said,  **  before  the  statute  the  acts  of 
the  tenants  would   have  been  evidence 
against  the   reversioner,   though  their 
declarations  were  not  so."     In  Falk  v. 
Shinner  (1852),  18   Q.   B.   675,  where, 
there   being  a  user    of    twenty  years, 
during  the  first  fifteen  years  of  which 
the  premises  were  under  lease,  Erie,  J., 
said,  if  this  case  had  arisen  before  the 
statute,   there  would  have  been  good 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  notwith- 
standing the  existenoe  of  the  tenancy, 


and  the  question  is  still  to  be  left  to 
the  jury  in  the  same  way  ;  and  see  the 
judgments  in  Daniel  v.  North  (1809), 
1 1  East,  S72 ;  Linehan  v.  Deeble,  9 
Ir.  C.  L.  R.  305  ;  Cooper  v.  Crabtree 
(1882),  L.  R.  20  Cb.  Div.  589;  Uamia 
V.  Pollock,  [19001  2  Ir.  R.  664;  and 
below,  Part  VI.  Chap.  II.  sect.  2. 

It  seems  unjust  to  deprive  the  rever- 
sioner of  an  immediate  remedy  in 
respect  of  acts  which  may  at  a  future 
time  furnish  evidence  against  him,  and 
which  though  he  may  possibly  in  many 
cases  be  able  then  to  rebut,  must  in  aU 
cases  involve  him  in  trouble  and  ex- 
pense, by  affecting  the  evidence  of  his 
right.  The  point  is  akin  to  that  which 
is  raised  in  actions  by  revereioners  for 
obstructions  by  others  to  the  enjoyment 
of  easements  by  their  tenants,  the  ground 
of  which  action  is,  that  the  evidence  of 
the  right  of  the  reversioner  to  the  ease- 
ment  in  affected,  as  his  acquiescence  in 
the  obstruction  would  furnish  evidence 
against  him  of  a  renunciation  and 
abandonment  of  it.  See  per  Tindal, 
C.  J.,  Bower  \.  Hill  (1835),  1  Bicg.  N.  C. 
549;  41  R.  R.  C30. 

In  Kidgill  Y.  Moor  (1850),  9  C.  B.  364  ; 
82  R.  R.  364,  the  plaintifi'  sued  for  the 
locking  of  a  gate  across  a  way  to  which 
the  tenants  of  the  plaintiff  were  entitled 
in  respect  of  the  tenement  of  which  he 
was  reversioner,  and  it  was  objected,  on 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the 
act  complained  of  was  not  of  a  perma- 
nent character  ;  but  the  Court  held  that 
the  declaration  was  good,  as  such  an  act 
might  operate  as  an  injury  to  the  rever- 
sionary interest,  and  that  the  question 
whethVr  the  plaintiff  is  injured  in  Mk 
reversionary  estate  is  one  of  fact  for  the 
jury.  Maule,  J.,  said,  **  I  cannot  doubt 
that  there  may  be  such  a  locking  and 
chaining  of  a  gate  as  would  amount  to 
as  permanent  an  injury  to  the  plaiutiff^s 
reversionary  interest  as  the  building  of 
a  wall:  and  tho  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  was  injured  in  his  reversionary 
interest  is  an  allegation  of  matter  of 
fact  ....  which  is  for  the  jury  to  find 
according  to  the  evidence."  And  in  The 
Metropolitan  AMtciation  v.  Fetch  (1858). 
5  C.  B.,  N.  S.  604,  a  declaration  in  an 
action  by  a  reversioner  for  obstructing 
ancient  lights  by  the  erection  of  a 
hoarding  was  sustained,  the  Court 
holding  that  such  an  erection  might  be 
an  injury  to  the  reversion,  and  that 
it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine.     In 
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may  be  unable  either  to  interrupt  the  enjoyment  or  to  compel  his      ^^®^^* 
tenant  to  do  so.     Unless,  therefore,  some  positive  act,  as  a  notice,    reversioner, 
intimating  his  dissent,  be  suflSoient  to  obviate  the  effect  of  the  user  ' 
giving  a  right,  he  would  not  be  brought  into  the  condition  of  a 
"  valens  agere,"  without  which  the  prescription  ought  not  to  run 
against  him. 

Bracton,  treating  of  the  qualities  of  a  possession  necessary  to 
confer  a  right,  appears  to  consider  that  such  notices,  at  all  events  if 
followed  up  by  an  action  as  soon  as  the  party  is  in  a  condition  to 
bring  one,  will  amount  to  an  interruption. 

"  Continuam  dico  ita  quod  non  sit  interrupta ;  interrumpi  enim 
poterit  multis  modis  sine  violentia  adhibits,  per  denuntiationem 
et  impetrationem  diligentem,  et  diligentem  prosequutionem,  et  per 
talem  interruptionem,  nunquam  acquiret  possidens  ex  tempore 
liberum  tenementum  "  (m).. 

And  in  speaking  of  this  precise  caee — of  a  particular  estate 
existing  in  the  servient  tenement  during  the  user  of  the  easement 
— ^he  seems  to  be  clearly  of  opinion  that  such  a  prohibition  will  be 
sufficient  to  presen'e  his  right. 

"  Si  autem  fuerit  seisin  a  clandestina,  scilicet  in  absentia  domi- 
norum  vel  illis  ignorantibus,  et  si  scirent  essent  prohibituri,  licet 
hoc  fiat  de  consensu  vel  dissimulatione  ballivorum,  valere  non 
debet"  («). 

In  the  case  of  Arkwnght  v.  Oell  (o),  great  stress  was  laid  by  the 
Court  upon  the  difficulty,  on  the  part  of  the  servient  owner,  of 
resisting  the  enjoyment. 

"  But  though,"  says  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams,  "  an  uninterrupted  Peraoiw 
possession  for  twenty  years  or  upwards  should  be  sufficient  evidence  enToymert'^"^ 
to  be  left  to  a  jury  to  presume  a  grant ;  yet  the  rule  must  ever  be  "  valid, 
taken  with  this  qualification,  that  the  possession  was  with   the 
acquiescence  of  him  who  was  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance.    For 
if  a  tenant  for  term  of  years,  or  life,  permits  another  to  enjoy 
an  easement  on  his  estate  for  twenty  years  or  upwards,  without 


that  case  also  the  judges  lay  down  that 
the  iray  Ixl  which  the  act  might  injure 
the  reversioner  would  he  hj  affurdiny 
evidence  in  denial  of  the  right.  According 
to  the  last  class  of  cases,  the  jury  might 
find  for  plaintiff  if  the  act  complained 
of  would  furnish  any  evidence  in  denial 
of  the  right.  It  is  difficult  to  discover 
any  principle  upon  which  the  reversioner 
ehomd  be  without  remedy  by  action  in 


respect  of  a  series  of  separate  acts  of 
obHtructionfuruiohing  evidence  in  denial 
of  the  right,  while  he  has  such  action  in 
the  case  of  the  wooden  hoarding  inter- 
veiiiug,  or  why  a  series  of  trespasses  in 
the  asHt;rtion  of  a  right  of  way  should  not 
give  a  right  of  action  to  a  reversioner.] 

(;«)  Lib.  2,  f.  51  b. 

(»)  Lib.  4,  f.  221. 

(o)  (1839),  5  M.  &  W.  203. 
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Peraons      interruption,  and  then  the  particular  estate  determines,  such  user 
enjoyment  ifl   will  not  affect  him  who    has  the  inheritance  in  reversion    or 

^*^'^'        remainder ;  but  when  it  vests  in  possession  he  may  dispute  the 

right  to  the  easement,  and  the  length  of  possession  will  be  no 
answer  to  his  claim.  Thus,  where  A.,  being  a  tenant  for  life,  with 
a  power  to  make  a  jointure,  which  he  afterwards  executed,  gave 
licence  to  B.  in  1747,  to  erect  a  wear  on  the  river  T.  in  A.'s  soil, 
for  the  purpose  of  watering  B.'s  meadows,  and  then  A.  died,  and 
the  jointress  entered  and  continued  seised  down  to  the  year  1799, 
when  the  tenant  of  A.'s  farm  diverted  the  wat^r  of  the  river  from 
the  wear ;  upon  which  the  tenant  of  B.'s  farm  brought  an  action 
on  the  case  for  diverting  the  water ;  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  that  the  uninterrupted  possession  of  the  wear  for  so 
many  years,  with  acquiescence  of  the  particular  tenants  for  life, 
did  not  affect  him  who  had  the  inheritance  in  reversion ;  but  as 
the  Court  entertained  some  doubt  of  the  fact  of  the  licence,  and 
as  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  would  not  conclude  the  rights  of 
the  parties,  they  did  not  think  it  right  to  disturb  the  verdict : 
but  the  Court  was  of  opinion  upon  the  point  of  law  as  above 
stated  "(p). 
Daniel  Y.  In  Daniel  v.  North  {q),  which  was  an  action  for  obstructing 

^'  '  ancient  lights,  it  appeared  that  the  premises  on  which  the  ob- 

struction was  erected  had  been  occupied,  during  twenty  years,  by 
a  tenant  at  will,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  owner  of 
those  premises  was  aware  of  such  enjoyment. 

Lord  EUenborough  observed,  on  the  argument  for  a  new  trial, 
"How  can  such  a  presumption  be  raised  against  the  landlord, 
without  showing  that  he  knew  of  the  fact  when  he  was  not  in 
possession,  and  received  no  immediate  injury  from  it  at  the 
time  ?  "  In  delivering  his  judgment  his  Lordship  said :  "  The 
foundation  of  presuming  a  grant  against  any  party  is,  that  the 
exercise  of  the  adverse  right  on  which  such  presumption  is 
founded  was  against  a  party  capable  of  making  the  grant;  and 
that  cannot  be  presumed  against  him,  unless  there  were  some 
probable  means  of  his  knowing  what  was  done  against  him ;  and 
it  cannot  be  laid  down  as  a  rule  of  law,  that  the  enjoyment  of  the 
plaintiff's  windows  during  the  occupation  of  the  opposite  pre- 


(p)  2  Wms.  Sannd.  175  e ;  2  Notes      the  time  of  the  particular  tenant.] 
to  Saimd.  509.    [Nota,  it  did  not  appear  {q)  (1809),  11  East.  372. 

that  there  had  beep  anj  user  exe^t  in 
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mises  by  a  tenant,  though  for  twenty  years,  without  the  know-       Peraons 
ledge  of  the  landlord,  will  bind  the  latter,  and  there  is  no  evidence   ^oyment  is 
stated  in  the  report   from  whence    his    knowledge    should    be        ^*^^^- 
presumed." 

So  in  Barker  v.  Richardson  (r),  where  lights  had  been  enjoyed  Barker  y. 
for  more  than  twenty  years  contiguous  to  land  which,  within  that  ^^^  ^^^' 
period,  had  been  glebe  land,  but  was  conveyed  to  a  purchaser 
under  the  statute  55  Geo.  3,  c.  144,  it  was  held  that  no  action 
would  lie  against  such  purchaser  for  building  so  as  to  obstruct 
the  lights,  inasmuch  as  the  rector,  who  was  tenant  for  life,  could 
not  grant  the  easement,  and  therefore  no  valid  grant  could  be 
presumed. 

The  cases  above  cited  were  decided  before  the  passing  of  the 
statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  and  it  is  important  to  observe, 
that  the  law  with  regard  to  the  easement  of  window  lights  under 
that  statute  stands  upon  an  entirely  different  footing  from  that 
applicable  to  all  other  easements ;  at  all  events,  with  regard  to  its 
acquisition. 

By  the  statute,  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  the  access  of  light 
to  a  house  or  building,  without  interruption,  confers  an  absolute 
and  indefeasible  right,  unless  such  user  was  had  under  some  written 
agreement.  No  provision  appears  to  be  made  for  the  circumstance 
of  the  premises,  upon  which  the  restriction  is  to  be  imposed, 
having  been  during  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  time  in  the 
possession  of  a  tenant,  for  the  ignorance  or  acquiescence  of  the 
landlord,  or  even  for  cases  in  which  it  may  have  been  absolutely 
impossible  for  him  to  have  interfered  at  any  time  during  the  twenty 
years ;  [and  it  has  accordingly  been  expressly  decided  that  a  right 
to  light  may  be  absolutely  and  indef easibly  acquired,  under  section 
3  of  the  statute,  so  as  to  be  permanently  annexed  to  the  dominant 
tenement,  as  against  the  servient  tenement,  by  twenty  years' 
enjoyment  without  interruption,  even  though  during  the  whole 
period  the  dominant  and  servient  tenements  are  held  under  lease 
by  diiferent  lessees  under  a  common  landlord  («). 

The  right  to  light  now  depends  upon  the  positive  enactment  of 
the  statute.     It  is  matter  juris  positivi  and  does  not  require,  and 


(r)  (1821),  4  fi.  &  A.  679  ;  23  R.  R.  («)  Fear  v.  Morgan,  [1906]  2  Oh.  406  ; 

400 ;    see    alao  Runeom  v.   Loe,    dem.  affd.  sub  nom.  Morgan  y.  Fear  (1907), 

Cooper  (1826),  6  B.  &  C.  696 ;  8  Dowl.  W.  N.  196. 
ft  H.  460. 
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Persons  [ought  not  to  be  rested  on,  any  presumption  of  grant  (t).  And  it 
eDjoymentis  has  accordingly  been  held  that  the  right  can  be  acquired,  by 
^^  enjoyment  for  the  statutory  period,  against  a  statutory  company 

incapable  of  making  the  grant  (m).] 

The  cases,  therefore,  of  ancient  windows  above  cited  are  [not  now 
of  application,]  except  in  cases  where  by  reason  of  the  claimant  not 
suing  in  time,  he  is  driven  to  rely  on  the  common  law  right ;  but 
as  the  statute  does  not  appear  to  have  made  any  material  alteration 
in  the  law  as  applicable  to  the  user  of  other  easements  for  a  period 
of  twenty  years,  these  decisions  are  at  all  events  authorities  in  the 
case  of  all  those  rights  to  which,  before  the  passing  of  the  statute, 
the  law  of  light  was  analogous  (a;). 

*' During  the  period  of  a  tenancy  for  life,  the  exercise  of  an 
easement  will  not  affect  the  fee.  In  order  to  do  that,  there  must 
have  been  that  period  of  enjoyment  against  the  owner  of  the 
fee  "  (y). 

With  regard  to  all  [affirmative]  easements,  the  law  as  to  the 
servient  tenement  not  being  in  the  possession  of  the  owner  of  the 
inheritance,  where  knowledge  in  fact  on  his  part  can  be  shown, 
would  appear  to  be  the  same  as  before  the  statute.  But  where 
the  servient  tenement  "upon,  over,  or  from  which  any  way,  or 
other  convenient  watercourse,  or  use  of  water,"  is  claimed,  has 
been  held  under  any  term  of  years  exceeding  three  years  from  the 
granting  thereof,  the  user  during  the  continuance  of  such  term  is 
excluded  in  the  computation  of  the  period  of  forty  years  (s),  pro- 


(t)  TapHng  v.  Jones  (1865),  11  H.  L.  0. 
290  ;  Hyman  v.  Van  den  Bergh,  [1908] 
1  Ch.  167,  176,  perFarweU,  L.  J. 

(«)  Jordeson  v.  Sutton  y  Southcoates,  and 
Drypcol  Gas  Co.,  [1898]  2  Ch.  614  ;  on 
appeal,  [1899]  2  Ch.  217. 

(x)  See  Wail  v.  Nixon  (1805),  3  Smith, 
316;  8R.  R.  725. 

(y)  Per  Curiam  in  Bright  v.  Walker 
(1834),  1  C.  M.  &  R.  422;  40  R.  R. 
636  ;  Roberts  v.  James  (1903),  89  L.  T. 
282 ;  [but  this  does  not  apply  to  light 
(see  Frewen  v.  rhilipps,  ante,  p.  204, 
note(«) ;  Fear  v.  Morgan ,  ubi  sup.) ;  and 
in  the  case  of  other  easements,  if  the  re- 
versioner does  not  reply  the  existence  of 
the  tenancy  for  life  to  a  plea  of  enjoy- 
ment under  the  Act,  the  fee  will  be 
bound  by  the  enjoyment  under  and 
against  the  tenant  for  life.  This  point 
could  not  arise  in  Bright  v.  Walker,  40 
R.  R.   536,   where  the  point  was  not 


raised  on  a  traverse  of  a  plea  under  the 
statute,  but  upon  a  traverse  of  a  decla- 
ration alleging  a  right  in  general  terms, 
under  which  traverse  every  possible 
objection  was  open. 

As  to  whether  an  easement  not  good 
against  the  fee  can  be  good  against 
a  tenant  for  years,  see  Wheaton  v. 
Maple,  L.  R.,  [1893]  3  Ch.  48.] 

(z)  Both  of  the  period  of  twenty  and 
forty  years.  Per  Cur.  in  Bright  v. 
Walker  (1834J,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  211  ;  40 
R.  R.  536.  [£at  the  judges  in  £.  R.  in 
Folk  V.  Shinner  (1852),  18  Q.  B.  575  ;  88 
R.  R.  703,  were  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  forty  years*  period  only  is  affected 
by  sect.  8,  and  Erie,  J.,  said,  *'  The  8th 
section  applies  expressly  to  the  com- 
putation of  an  enjoyment  for  forty 
years ;  it  would  be  contrary  to  all  the 
rules  of  construction  to   hold  that  it 
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vided  the  owner  asserts  his  rights  within  three  years  after  the       Peraons 

x*  i!  xi.     J.  aj?ainst  whom 

expiration  oi  tne  term.  enjoyment  is 

In  Bright  v.   Walker  (a),  where  an  action  was  by  one  lessee  of        '^^<^- 
the  Bishop  of  Worcester  against  another  lessee  for  obstructing  a  JJriffht  v. 


applies  also  to  tlie  compataiion  of  an 
enjoyment  for  twenty  yeara.  The  only 
possible  ground  for  such  a  oonolusion  is 
found  in  Bright  y.  Walk$r,  But  there 
the  question  was  as  to  the  exclusion  of  a 
tenancy  for  life,  and  the  Court  was 
clearly  ri>fht  in  holding  that  such  a 
tenancy  must  be  excluded  from  the  oom- 

futatlon  of  twenty  years'  enjoyment, 
t  is  so  excluded  under  sect.  7,  and  I  do 
not  see  that  its  exclusion  is  made  more 
clear  by  sect.  8 ;  I  do  not  think  the 
learned  judge  ever  meant  to  say  that  a 
tenancy  for  years  must  he  excluded  from 
the  computation  of  an  enjoyment  for 
twenty  years." 

In  Pdlk  V.  Skinner,  a  way  had  been 
used  for  twenty  years,  during  the  first 
fifteen  of  which  the  servient  tenement 
had  been  under  lease;  and  it  did  not 
appear  whether  the  reversioner  knew 
of  the  user  during  the  lease,  but  at  all 
events  no  resistance  was  niade  either 
during  the  fifteen  years  or  the  remain- 
ing years  for  which  the  land  was  in 
possession  of  the  reversioner.  Erie,  J., 
told  the  jury  that  the  fact  of  the  land 
having  been  in  lease  for  the  fifteen 
years  would  not  defeat  the  user ;  and, 
upon  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  for 
misdirection,  the  question  principally 
argued  was  whether  the  8th  section  of 
the  statute  applied  to  a  twenty  years* 
user,  so  that  the  tenancy  should  be  ex- 
cluded, and  the  Court  expressed  a  clear 
opinion  that  it  did  not ;  but  Erie,  J., 
said,  if  this  case  had  arisen  before  the 
statute,  **  there  would  have  heen  good 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  user  as  of 
right  for  twenty  years,  notwithstanding 
the  existence  of  the  tenancy.*' 

It  should  seem  that  any  objection  in 
respect  of  the  land  having  been  in  lease 
which  might  have  been  taken  at  the 
oommon  law  may  still  be  taken  to  a 
user  for  twenty  years  under  sect.  2  of 
the  statute,  although  the  statutory  pro- 
cess of  excluding  the  time  of  the  lease 
is  not  open  except  in  the  case  of  forty 
years*  user. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  the  case  of 
forty  years*  user,  unless  the  reversioner 
should  resist  the  claim  within  three 
years  from  the  termination  of  the 
tenancy,  he  could  not  set  up  the  exist- 
ence of  the  lease  in  any  way — not  by 


way  of  exclusion  from  the  computation, 
by  reason  of  the  express  condition  im- 
posed by  sect.  8,  of  resisting  within  the 
three  years  above  mentioned,  and  not 
as  at  the  oommon  law  by  reason  of  the 
provisions  of  sect.  2,  which,  though 
they  aUow  a  twenty  years'  user  to  be 
defeated  *'i»  ant/  other  way  **  in  which 
the  same  at  the  common  law  might  be 
defeated,  do  not  allow  ttie  fosty  years' 
user  to  be  so  defeated,  but  only  by 
showing  that  the  enjoyment  was  had 
under  a  written  agreement,  so  that  but 
for  the  Sth  section  the  reversioner  could 
make  no  use  of  the  fact  of  the  tenancy 
ac  all. 

In  short,  there  are  two  distinct  ways 
in  which  the  existence  of  a  term  of 
years  may  be  taken  advantage  of: — 

1.  As  showing,  in  connection  with 
the  other  circumstances  of  the  case, 
that  there  has  not  been  enjoyment  bind- 
ing against  the  reversioner,  ex.  gr.  as  in 
the  case  of  an  enjoyment  for  twenty 
years,  commencing  during  tenancy  and 
continued  through  it,  and  not  known  to 
him  and  his  agents. 

2.  As  entitling  the-  reversioner  to 
have  the  period  of  enjoyment  during 
the  term  excluded  from  the  period  pf 
computation,  so  as  virtually  to  extend 
the  period  of  enjoyment  required  to  be 
proved. 

The  first  way  was  open  at  the  com-  > 
mon  law,  and  is  left  untouched  by  the 
statute  in  so  far  as  the  period  of  twenl^  . 
years*  user  under  sect.  2  is  concerned,  ) 
but  is  not  left  in  the  case  of  the  forty 
years*  user.  The  second  way  is  the 
creature  of  the  statute,  and,  according 
to  the  case  of  Palk  v.  Skinner ,  is  only 
applicable  to  a  case  of  forty  yeais'  user; 
but  if  the  person  resisting  the  claim 
does  not,  by  resisting  it  within  three 
years  from  the  end  of  the  term,  comply 
with  the  condition  upon  which  only  by 
the  sth  section  he  can  take  advantage 
of  the  statutory  mode  of  altogether  ex- 
cluding the  term  from  the  computation 
of  the  period  of  enjoyment,  he  is  de- 
barred from  setting  up  the  fact  of  the 
existence  of  the  tenancy  for  years  at 
all.] 

(«)  (1834),  1  C.  M.  &  R.  211;  40 
R.  R.  536 ;  [and  see  Kilgour  v.  Gtiddes, 
[1904]  1  K.  B.  457.] 
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?eraon8      way,  the  evidence  of  the  right  consisted  of  an  user  for  twenty 

eDjoyment  ia   years,  during  which  time  the  land  of  the  defendant  had  been  in. 

^^^^^'        lease  for  lives ;   the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  the  plaintiff 

^rr^ju^'     ^^^  gained  no  right  by  such  user  against  the  bishop  or  any 

other  person.     But  no  evidence  was  given,  nor  was  the  question 

in   any  way  raised,  of   the  knowledge   or  acquiescence   of    the 

bishop.  (6). 

Upon  the  point  how  far  the  reversioner  is  bound  by  an  enjoy- 
ment had  during  the  continuance  of  a  particular  estate,  two 
questions  of  great  doubt  and  difficulty  have  been  introduced  by 
the  statute : — 

1st.  Supposing  the  reversioner,  being  aware  of  the  fact,  from 
time  to  time  gives  a  parol  or  written  notice  of  his  dissent  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  easement,  any  active  interference  on  his  part 
being  prevented  by  the  existence  of  the  particular  estate — 

2nd.  Supposing  the  reversioner  to  be  in  total  ignorance  of  any 
such  enjoyment  having  been  had  during  the  continuance  of  the 
particular  estate,  and  in  consequence  of  such  ignorance  not  to  have 
availed  himself  of  the  exception  in  his  favour  contained  in  the 
statute — 

In  either  of  these  cases  would  a  valid  right  to  an  easement  be 
acquired  P 

[In  the  case  of  light  the  answer  to  this  question  is  in  the 
affirmative  (c).  In  the  case  of  other  easements  it  would  appear  to 
depend  upon  whether  the  user  is  of  twenty  years  or  forty  years, 
and,  if  of  twenty  years,  whether  the  reversioner  is  entitled 
expectant  on  a  term  of  years,  or  on  a  life  tenancy. 

If  the  user  is  of  twenty  years  the  reversioner  expectant  on  a 
life  tenancy  would  not  be  bound,  by  retwon  of  the  exclusion  of 
the  period  of  disability  under  section  7 ;  as,  however,  section  7 
does  not  exclude  the  period  during  which  the  servient  tenement 
shall  have  been  in  lease  for  a  term  of  years,  and  section  8  applies 
only  to  the  period  of  forty  years,  it  would  seem  that,  so  for  as  the 
statute  is  concerned,  he  would  be  boimd,  if  his  reversion  was 
expectant  on  a  term  of  years. 


(b)  [The  life  tenancy  being  absolutely  the  person  resisting  the  claim  to  take 

excluded  by  sect.   7   in  computing  the  every  possible  objection  under  the  Act 

period  of  twenty  years,  the  knowledge  without  the  neoessity  of  specially  plead- 

or  acquiescence  should  seem  to  be  im-  ing  the  existence  of  the  tenancy  for 

material.    It  has  already  been  pointed  life.] 

out,  that  in  Bright  v.  Walker  the  ques-  (c)  See  the  caaes  cited  above,  p.  204. 

tion  waa  raised  in  a  form  which  enabled 
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[If  the  U6er  is  of  forty  years,  lie  would  be  bound,  unless  lie       PeraonH 
resisted  within  three  years  from  the  expiration  of  the  term,  under  ^joymeut  iT 
section   8 ;    or  unless  the   circumstances  were  such    (as,  e,g.^  in   _   ^^^^' 
Kilgour  v.  Gaddes  (d) )  as  not  to  admit  of  the  user  having  been 
"  as  of  right "  against  him.] 

At  all  events,  if  the  user  of  any  easement  had  actually  com- 
menced before  the  property  over  which  it  was  claimed  passed  into 
the  possession  of  the  lessee,  the  mere  fact  of  such  tenancy  having 
continued  during  a  period  of  twenty  years  will  not,  it  seems,  be 
sufficient  to  defeat  the  right  acquired  by  the  lapse  of  time,  unless 
it  be  also  shown  that  the  landlord,  up  to  the  time  of  granting  the 
lease,  was  in  ignorance  that  any  such  right  was  claimed.  Thus, 
where  a  house  was  proved  to  have  been  built  thirty-eight  years, 
during  the  whole  of  which  time  there  had  been  windows  towards 
the  adjoining  premises,  and  these  premises  had  belonged  for  a 
number  of  years  to  a  family  residing  at  a  distance,  none  of  whom 
were  proved  to  have  ever  seen  them,  and  they  had  been  occupied 
by  the  same  tenant  during  the  last  twenty  years — the  Court  held, 
that,  after  such  a  long  enjoyment,  the  windows  must  be  considered 
ancient  windows,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  consequently  entitled 
to  recover  for  their  obstruction  {e).  Bay  ley,  J.,  in  his  judgment, 
says,  "  The  right  is  proved  to  have  existed  for  thirty-eight  years  ; 
the  commencement  of  it  is  not  shown.  It  is  possible  that  the  pre- 
mises both  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  once  belonged  to  the 
same  person,  and  that  he  conferred  on  the  plaintiff,  and  those  under 
whom  she  claims,  a  right  to  have  the  windows  free  from  obstruc- 
tion. Daniel  v.  North  has  been  relied  on  to  show  that  the  tenancy 
rebutted  the  presumption  of  a  grant,  but  this  is  a  very  different 
case.  Here  tenancy  was  shown  to  have  existed  for  twenty  years, 
but  the  origin  of  the  plaintiff's  right  was  not  traced.  And  Little- 
dale,  J.,  adds,  '^  It  was  proved  that  the  windows  had  existed  for 
thirty-eight  years, :and  the  tenancy  for  twenty.  How  the  land  was 
occupied  for  eighteen  years  before  that  time  did  not  appear. 
I  think  that  quite  sufficient  to  found  the  presumption  of  a 
grant"  (/). 

As  the  claim  of  an  easement  is  in  derogation  of  the  ordinary 
rights  of  property,  it  lies  upon  the  party  asserting  such  claim  in 


(d)  [1904]  1  K.  B.  467.  nom.    Morgan  v.  Fear  (1907),  W.   N. 

\e)  Cross  y.  Lewis  (1824),  2  B.  &  0.  196.1 

686 ;  4  D.  &  B.  234 ;  [and  Bee  now,  Fear  (/)  [See  FaUi:  v.  Shinner,  ante,  p.  220, 

T.  Morgan^  [1906]  2  Ch.  406  ;  affd.  sub  note  {z).] 


224 


ACQUISITION  OF  EASEMENTS. 


Persons  opposition  to  common  right,  in  all  cases  to  support  his  case  by 
enjoyment  is  evidence.  In  Cross  V.  Leivis,  the  absence  of  any  evidence  as  to  the 
^^^-  earlier  state  of  the  windows  was  indeed  held  to  operate  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff — the  party  claiming  the  easement ;  but  the  substantial 
proof,  viz.  of  the  user  for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  had  already 
been  given  by  the  claimant ;  and  this,  unrebutted  by  any  evidence 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  ordinary  rule,  was  of  course  sufficient  to 
establish  the  easement. 

From  the  observations  of  the  learned  judge  in  the  above  case,  it 
would  ap[)ear  that,  provided  the  existence  of  the  easement  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  tenancy  was  shown,  and  a  sufficient 
length  of  enjoyment  had  taken  place  to  afford  evidence  of  a  grant, 
the  burthen  of  proof  would  be  thrown  upon  the  owner  of  the  land 
sought  to  be  made  liable  to  the  easement ;  and  unless  he  could 
show  such  previous  user  to  have  taken  place  without  his  knowledge, 
the  right  to  the  easement  would  be  established  (g). 

Indeed  it  should  seem  from  this  case  that  proof  of  enjoyment  for 
twenty  yeai*s  was  in  all  cases  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  title  which 
must  be  rebutted  by  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement. 

With  respect  to  the  party  against  whom  the  right  is  to  be  estab- 
lished, as  a  grant  from  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  is  to  be 
presumed,  disability  on  his  part  to  execute  such  a  grant  will  exclude 
the  presumption  which  would  otherwise  arise  from  user  during  the 
continuance  of  such  disability  (/f). 
pisabilities  By  the  statute,  in  all  cases  of  computing  the  twenty  years'  user, 

twOTty^y^f.  except  in  the  case  of  light,  the  time  during  which  the  servient 
owner  may  have  been  an  infant,  idiot,  non  compos  mentis,  femme 
covert,  or  tenant  for  life,  or  during  which  any  action  or  suit  to  dis- 
pute the  right  afterwards  abated  by  the  death  of  any  party  may 
have  been  pending,  is  excluded  (/).     No  provision  is  made  for  the 


if)  See  Graf/  v.  Bond  (1821),  2  Brod. 
&  Bing.  667 ;  6  J.  B.  Moo.  627 ;  23  K.  R. 
630. 

(A)  [But  this  does  not  apply  to  a  ri^ht 
to  light  claimed  under  the  Prescription 
Act,  1832,  8.  3.  Jordesofi  v.  Sutton, 
Sottthcotttea  and  Brypool  Gas  Co,,  [1898] 
2  Ch.  614  ;  on  appeal,  [1899]  2  Ch.  217.] 

(t)  [Under  the  7tb  pection  these 
periods  may  be  absolutely  excluded,  if 
properly  pleaded,  from  the  computation 
of  the  time  of  enjoyment ;  but,  inde- 
pendently of  that,  advantage  may  still 
be  taken  of  any  of  them,  as  at  the 
common  law,  in  refepect  of  the  shorter 


periods  of  enjoyment,  though  not  of 
the  longer,  ante,  p.  221,  note.  And,  in 
respect  of  statutory  disabilities  to  grant 
(as  in  the  case  of  Mill  v.  New  Forctt 
Commissioners  (1866),  18  0.  B.  60; 
Rochdale  Canal  Co.  v.  Radcliff  (1852), 
18  Q.  B.  287),  a  distinction  appears 
to  exist  between  those  cases  where 
there  is  simply  no  power  to  grant,  and 
in  those  where  there  is  an  absolute 
prohibition ;  in  the  latter  case  it  should 
seem  that  an  enjoyment,  even  for  the 
longer  period,  woiUd  confer  no  right, 
though  in  the  former  it  might.  In 
neither  can  any  right  be  gained  under 
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case  of  a  party  beinir  beyond  the  seas  durinff  the  whole  or  any  part      Persons 

^fxi  '   J     £  'L'       /7\  against  whom 

01  the  period  of  prescription  {k).  enjoyment  is 

Before  the  passing  of  the  statute,  an  enjoyment  of  an  easement  ^^^^' 
for  twenty  years  would  have  been  evidence  from  which  a  jury 
might  have  foimd  a  non-existing  grant  from  the  owner  of  the 
particular  estate,  which  would  have  been  binding  on  him, 
although  it  could  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  reversioner ;  but  it 
was  held  in  the  case  of  Bright  v.  Walker  that  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  no  such  modified  right  to  an  easement  can  be  acquired. 
To  be  valid  against  any  under  the  statute,  it  must  be  valid  against 
all  who  have  any  estate  in  the  land. 

"The  important  question,"  said  Baron  Parke,  in  Bright  v.  Bright y. 
Walker  (/),  "  is,  whether  this  enjoyment,  as  it  cannot  give  a  title  ^  ^' 
against  all  persons  having  estates  in  the  locus  in  quo,  gives 
a  title  as  against  the  lessee  and  the  defendants  claiming  under 
him,  or  not  at  all  ?  We  have  had  considerable  difficulty  in 
coming  to  a  conclusion  on  this  point;  but,  upon  the  fullest 
consideration,  we  think  that  no  title  at  all  is  gained  by  an  user 
which  does  not  give  a  valid  title  against  all,  and  permanently 
affect  the  fee.  Before  the  statute,  this  possession  would  indeed 
have  been  evidence  to  support  a  plea  or  claim  by  a  non-existing 
grant  from  the  termor  in  the  locus  in  quo  to  the  termor  under 
whom  the  plaintiff  claims,  though  such  a  claim  was  by  no  means 
a  matter  of  ordinary  occurrence ;  and  in  practice  the  usual  course 
was  to  state  a  grant  by  an  owner  in  fee  to  an  owner  in  fee.  But, 
since  (m)  the  statute,  such  a  qualified  right,  we  think,  is  not  given 
by  an  enjoyment  for  twenty  years.  For,  in  the  first  place,  the 
statute  is  *  for  shortening  the  time  of  prescription ; '  and  if  the 
periods  mentioned  in  it  are  to  be  deemed  new  times  of  pre- 


the  statute  by  enjoyment  for  the  shorter 
period.  See  p.  191,  note  (^) ;  and  cf. 
Staffordshire  and  Worcettershire  Canal  Co, 
V.  Birmingham  Canal  Co,  (1866),  L.  R. 
1  H.  Lds.  254  ;  Lemaitrey.  Davis  (1881), 
L.  R.  19  Ch.  D.  281. 

There  is  nothing  to  prevent  a  railway 
company  from  erecting  a  hoarding  on 
its  own  land  to  prevent  the  acquisition 
of  a  prescriptive  right  to  light,  see 
Bonner  v.  Great  Western  Bailwag  (1883), 
L.  R.  24  Ch.  Div.  1  ;  Foster  v.  London^ 
Chatham^  and  Dorer  Railway,  [1895]  1 
Q.B.  711.] 

{k)  [Bat  in  sach  case,  although  the 
time   of    such   absence   oonld    not   be 

O. 


absolutely  excluded  under  sect.  7,  the 
fact  might  be  set  up  under  sect.  2,  if  the 
person  absent  could  show  ignorance  by 
nimself  or  his  agents  of  the  fact  of  the 
enjoyment  during  the  shorter  period, 
but  not  the  longer.] 

(/)  (1834),  1  C.  M.  &  R.  220  ;  40  R.  R. 
636 ;  Monmouthshire  Canal  Co.  v.  Rarford 
(1834),  Id.  614:  40  R.  R.  648;  [ace. 
Winshipy,  Hudspeth  (1854),  10  Ezch.  5 ; 
Wheaton  t.  Maple,  [1893]  3  Ch.  48  (a 
case  of  light)  ;  KUgour  t.  Oaddes, 
[1904]  1  K.  B.  457;  cf.  Kanna  v. 
Po/focl,  [1900]  2  Ir.  R.  664.] 

(ffi)  [1.6.,  under;  the  conmion  law 
rule  remains.} 
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PersoDs  Boription,  it  must  have  been  intended  that  the  enjoyment  for 
*^oyment^  those  periods  should  give  a  good  title  against  all,  for  titles 
^^^'  by  immemorial  prescription  are  absolute  and  valid  against  all. 
They  are  such  as  absolutely  bind  the  fee  in  the  land.  And,  in 
the  next  place,  the  statute  nowhere  contains  any  intimation  that 
there  may  be  different  classes  of  rights,  qualified  and  absolute — 
valid  as  to  some  persons,  and  invalid  as  to  others.  From  hence 
we  are  led  to  conclude,  that  an  enjoyment  of  twenty  years,  if  it 
give  not  a  good  title  against  all,  gives  no  good  title  at  all ;  and  as 
it  is  clear  that  this  enjoyment,  whilst  the  land  was  held  by  a 
tenant  for  life,  cannot  affect  the  reversion  in  the  bishop  now,  and 
is  therefore  not  good  as  against  every  one,  it  is  not  good  as  against 
any  one,  and^  therefore,  not  against  the  defendant"  (o). 

In  this  instance  the  enjoyment  had  continued  during  twenty 
years  only.  Where,  however,  the  full  period  of  forty  years  has 
elapsed,  as  that  would  confer  a  right  to  the  easement,  subject  to 
the  condition  only  that  the  reversioner  interfered  within  three 
years  after  the  determination  of  the  particular  estate,  as  in  the 
cases  of  conditional  estates,  a  valid  right  is  given  as  against  all 
the  world,  until  by  the  happening  of  the  conditions  the  estate 
is  defeated. 
Wright Y.  "The  enjoyment  of  the  right  during  forty  years,"  said  the 

Court  in  Wright  v.  Williatm  {p)y  "  alleged  in  the  pleas,  being 
admitted,  the  replications,  which  state  only  an  existing  tenancy 
for  life,  are  no  answer ;  for  the  time  of  a  tenancy  for  life  in  a 
person  who  might  otherwise  be  capable  of  resisting  the  claim, 
though  excluded  by  the  7th  section  from  the  computation  of  the 
shorter  period  of  twenty  years  absolutely^  is,  by  the  8th  section, 
excluded  from  the  computation  of  the  longer  period  of  forty  years 
conditionally  only ;  that  is,  provided  the  reversioner  expectant, 
on  the  determination  of  the  term  for  life,  shall,  within  three  years 
(that  is,  probably,  before  the  end  of  three  years)  after  such  deter- 
mination, resist  the  right ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  reversion  expectant  on  that  leane^  though  it  is 
averred  that  he  has  a  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  interest  of  the  tenant  in  possession.  The  tenancy  for  the  life 
of  Lord  Dinorben,  the  cestui  que  vie,  is  therefore  not  to  be 
excluded,  on  these  pleadings,  from  the  period  of  forty  years  ;  and. 


Williams. 


(o)  [England  v.  Wall  (1842),  10  M.  &  [p)  (1836),  1  M.  &  W.  100  ;  46  R.  R. 

W.  699.]  266. 
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such  period  being  complete,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  an  inde-      PeMona 
feasible  right  to  the  easement  claimed."  enjoyment  it 

Although  the  user  by  which  it  is  sought  to  acquire  an  easement        ^^^' 
must  be  that  of  the  party  in  possession  of  the  dominant  tenement,  Persons  to 
yet  any  user  under  a  claim  of  right  in  respect  of  such  tenement  ^^  ^^e^n 
will  be  in  contemplation  of  law  user  by  such  possessor.     Hence  easement, 
it  appears  that  there  is  no  disability  (q)  of  any  kind  to  destroy  the 
efiFeet  of  such  user;  unless,  indeed,  the  extreme  case  adverted  to 
in  the  civil  law  be  supposed — of  the  only  user  being  by  a  person 
not  having  the  use  of  reason,  in  which  case  no  right  was  acquired, 
the  intention  to  assert  a  right  not  existing.     This  was  illustrated 
by  the  instance  of  putting  something  into  the  hand  of  a  man  when 
asleep  (r). 

User  by  an  infant  capable  of  imderstanding  what  he  was  doing 
was  sufficient  to  acquire  the  servitude.  So  also  was  user  by  a 
tenant  or  servant,  even  without  the  owner's  knowledge  (/?). 


(q)  [Except  a  statntory  incapacity. 
See  National  Manure  Co.  y.  Donald  (1859), 
4  H.  &  N.  8 :  Mason  v.  Shrewsbury  and 
Hereford  Itail,  Co.  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
673  ;  BayUy  v.  Great  Western  Railway 
(1883),  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  434.  And  cf. 
TraiUy.  McAllister  (1891),  26  L.  R.  Ir. 
624.] 

(r)  PurioBus  et  pupillus  sine  tutoris 
anctoritate  non  potest  indpere  possi- 
dere ;  quia  affectionem  tenendi  non 
habent,  licet  mazim^  corpore  suo  rem 
continuant ;  sicuti  si  quis  dormienti 
aliqaid  in  manu  ponat.  Sed  pnpillas 
tutore  auotore  incipiet  possidere.  Ofilius 
qnidem  et  Nerva  filius,  etiam  sine  tutoris 
auctoritate  possidere  incipere  posse 
pupillum  aiunt ;  eam  enim  rem  lacti, 
non  juris  esse :  quae  sententia  reoipi 
potest,  si  ejus  setatis  sint  ut  intellectum 
capiant.— I)ig.  41,  2,  1,  s.  3,  de  adq.  yel 
amit.  poB8. 

(«)  Is  cujus  colonus,  aot  hospes,  aut 
quis  alius  iter  ad  fundum  fecit;  usus 
videtur  itinere,  vel  actu,  vel  via,  et 
idcirco  interdictum  babebit ;  etiam  hi 
ignoravit  cujus  fundus  asset,  per  queiii 
iret,  retinere  euro  scrvituiem. — Dig.  43, 
19,  1,  s.  7,  de  itinere. 

[User  for  twenty  years  by  the  tenant 
and  occupier  of  day  works  is  sufficient 
to  create  a  prescriptive  title  to  a  water- 
course {Gated  y.  Martyn  (1865),  10  C. 
B.  N.  8.  732) ;  and  the  use  of  a  stream 
from  time  immemorial  by  tin  bounders, 

15 


who  merely  have  a  right  by  custom  to 
work  the  tin,  is  sufficient  to  give  a  right 
by  immemorial  prescription  to  the 
owner  of  the  land— the  presumption 
bein(^  that  the  privilege  was  originally 
acquired  by  arrangement  with  the 
owner,  as  well  as  with  the  bounders. 
(IvitMy  V.  Stocker  (1866),  L.  R.  1  Ch. 
Ap.  396.) 

A  tenant  cannot  prescribe  for  an  ease- 
ment against  his  landlord.  The  posses- 
sion of  the  tenant  is  the  possession  of  his 
landlord  ;  and  it  is  said  to  be  a  violation 
of  firbt  principles  to  suppose  that  the 
occupation  of  the  tenant,  whose  occu- 
pation of  close  A.  is  th.e  occupation  of 
his  landlord,  could  by  that  occupation 
acquire  an  easement  over  close  B.,  also 
belonging  to  his  landlord;  the  duty  of 
the  tenant  being  that,  if  he  passes  over 
close  B.,  he  should  do  nothing  on  it  more 
than  his  lease  authorized  him  to  do 
{Gayford  v.  Moffatt  (1868),  L.  R.  4  Ch. 
133;  Jjaniel  v.  Anderson  (1862),  8  Jur. 
N.  8.  328:  Outram  v.  Maude  (1881), 
L.  R.  17  Ch.  D.  391;  Maenaghten  v. 
Baird,  [1903]  2  Ir.  R.  731  ;  Kihjour  v. 
Gaddes  (see  below)) ;  but  a  lost  gprant 
may  be  presumed  against  a  landlord  in 
favour  of  his  tenant  {JJawson  v. 
M'Groggan,  [1903]  1  Ir.  R.  92). 

If  close  B.  be  in  the  occupation  of 
another  tenant,  the  tenants  cannot  acquire 
prescriptive  rights,  other  than  rights  to 
Ught,  against  one    another  {KHyouir  y, 

(2) 
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Pereonato         [TTser  under  an  Act  of  Parliament  authorizing  a  man  to  use 

whom  user  ,  , 

will  give  an   anj  particular  easement,  could  not  be  made  available  to  eke  out 
eaaement.     ^  period  of  twenty  years'  enjoyment,  although  continued  after  the 
repeal  of  the  Act  for  a  sufficient  number  of  years  to  make,  together 
with  the  years  of  enjoyment  under  it,  the  period  of  twenty  {t)J\ 


Neo  yi,  nee 
olam,  nee 
preeario. 


Sect.  3. — Qualities  of  the  Enjoyment. 

In  order  that  the  enjoyment,  which  is  the  quasi  possession  of 
an  easement,  may  confer  a  right  to  it  by  length  of  time,  it  must 
have  been  open,  peaceable,  and  "  as  of  right "  (w). 

The  effect  of  the  enjoyment  being  to  raise  the  presumption  of  a 
consent  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  it  is 
obvious  that  no  such  inference  of  consent  can  be  drawn,  unless  it 
be  shown  that  he  was  aware  of  the  user,  and,  being  so,  made  no 
attempt  to  interfere  with  its  exercise  {x).  Still  less  can  such 
consent  be  implied,  but  rather  the  contrary,  where  he  has 
contested  the  right  to  the  user,  or  where,  in  consequence  of 
such  opposition,  an  interruption  in  the  user  has  actually 
taken  place.  Even  supposing  these  defects  of  the  user  not  to 
exist,  still  the  effect  of  the  user  would  be  destroyed  if  it  were 
shown  that  it  took  place  by  the  express  permission  of  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement,  for  in  such  a  case  the  user  would  not 


Gaddet,  [1904]  1  K.  B.  467 ;  Fear  v. 
Morgan,  \l^\i(i]  2  Ch.  406 ;  affd.  sub 
nom.  Morgan  v.  Fear  (1907),  W.  N. 
196. 

Notwithstanding  the  principle  that 
a  tenant  can  do  nothing  to  injure  his 
landlord's  interest,  the  tenant  of  a 
house  in  respect  of  which  an  easement 
of  light  is  claimed,  by  taking  a  lease 
of  the  land  in  respect  of  which  it  is 
claimed,  suspends  tiie  running  of  the 
statute.  Until  the  whole  period  has 
elapsed  the  legislature  gives  to  the 
owner  of  the  house  no  title  to  damnify 
the  neighbour's  property  by  preventing 
him  from  doing  as  he  pleases  with  it. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  tenant's  act  in 
taking  the  adjacent  land  to  prejudice 
the  landlord's  right,  because  the  land- 
lord had  no  right  anterior  to  the  lapse 
of  twenty  years.     (Lady man    v.   Orave 


(1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  763.)] 

(0  Kxnlock  ▼.  Nevile  (1840),  6  M.  & 
W.  806;  55  R.  R.  781.  If,  however, 
there  had  been  a  user  prior  to  the  Act, 
or  any  oliier  evidence  to  show  that  the 
user  by  the  claimant  was  independent 
of  the  Act,  the  case  might  be  otherwise. 

(m)  "The  sort  of  possession  that  is 
required  to  establish  a  prescription  is 
the  same  in  the  civil  law,  the  law  of 
Jersey,  and  our  common  law,"  per  Lord 
Wynford  in  Beneat  v.  Fipon  (1829),  P. 
G.  1  Knapp,  70. 

{x)  [''The  presumption  of  a  grant 
only  arises  where  the  person  affainst 
whom  it  is  to  be  raised  might  Imtb 
prevented  the  exercise  of  the  subje^  HL 
the  presumed  grant."  Opinion  of  fii» 
judges  in  Chatetnore  v.  Richardt,  citea* 
post.  Part  III.  Chap.  I.] 
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have  been  had  with  the  intention  of  acquiring  or  exercising  a    N^  vi,  neo 
right.     The  presumption,  however,  is,  that  a  party  enjoying  an      preoario. 
easement  acted  under  a  claim  of  right  until  the  contrary  is  ^ 

shown  {y). 

The  civil  law  expressed  the  essential  qualities  of  the  user,  by 
the  clear  and  concise  rule  that  it  should  be  "  neo  vi,  nee  clam,  nee 
precario"(2). 

The  doctrine  of  the  law  of  England,  as  cited  by  Lord  Coke, 
from  Bracton,  exactly  agrees  with  the  civil  law.  The  possession 
must  be  long,  continuous,  and  peaceable.  Long,  that  is, 
"during  the  time  required  by  law;  continuous,  that  is,  un- 
interrupted by  any  lawful  impediment ;  and  peaceful,  because,  if 
it  be  contentious,  and  the  opposition  be  on  good  grounds,  the 
party  will  be  in  the  same  condition  as  at  the  beginning  of  his 
enjoyment.  There  must  be  Uongus  usus  nee  per  vim,  nee  clam, 
nee  preoario' "  (a).  "  Transferuntur  dominia  sine  titulo  et  tradi- 
tione  per  usucaptionem,  scilicet  per  longam,  continuam  et  pacificam 
possessionem .  Longa,  i.  e.  per  spatium  temporis  per  legem  definitum. 
Continuam  dico,  ita  quod  non  sit  legitime  interrupta.  '  Pacificam 
dico,  quia  si  contentioea  fuerit,  idem  erit  quod  priiis,  si  contentio 
fuerit  justa.  Ut  si  verus  dominus,  statim  cum  intrusor  vel 
disseissor  ingressus  fuerit  seisinam,  nitatur  tales  viribus  repellere 
et  expellere,  licet  id  quod  inceperit  perducere  non  possit  ad  effectum, 
dum  tamen,  cum  defecerit,  diligens  sit  ad  impetrandum  et  prose- 
quendum. Longus  usus  nee  per  vim,  neo  clam,  nee  precario, 
&o."  (6). 

The  enjoyment  must  be  peaceable.  Nee  yi. 

At  common  law  any  acts  of  interruption  or  opposition  from 
which  a  jury  might  infer  that  the  enjoyment  was  not  rightful, 
were  sufficient  to  defeat  the  effect  of  the  enjoyment,  the  question 
being  whether,  under  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  such  enjoyment  had 
been  had  under  a  concession  of  right. 

By  the  statute  it  is  enacted  that  nothing  shalU)^  deemed  to  be 


(y)  CampbeU     v.     Wilton     (1803),    3  •:war  in  eect.  5  of  2  &  3  WiU.  4,  c.  71. 

East,  294 ;  7  B.  R.  462.  There  ha^  been  much  difficulty  as  to 

(z)  Cod.  3,  34,  1,  de  serv. ;  Dig.-^lf,  ^^^   oonstniction,  but  it  seems  dear 

10  si  serr.  vind.  ^^  ^  ^®  enjoyment  has  been  clandes- 
tine,  contentious,   or   by  sufferance,   it 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  113,  b;  Braft<on,.lib.  2,  is  not  of  right."    Per  Erie,  J.,  17  Q.  B. 

f.  51  b,  52  a,  222  b.  275.    This,  as  already  shown,  is  subject 

(&)  [''These   words,    *'2Aoi  right,'  to  one  exception.  See  ante,  p.  201,  note.] 
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an  interruption,  unless  it  shall  be  submitted  to  or  acquiesced  in 
for  the  space  of  a  year  after  the  party  interrupted  shall  have 
notice  thereof,  and  of  the  person  making  or  authorizing  the 
same  (c). 

It  is  certainly  by  no  means  dear  what  the  precise  intention  of 
the  legislature  was ;  but  it  appears  hardly  possible  that  it  should 
have  been  intended  to  confer  a  right  by  user  during  the  prescribed 
period,  however  "  contentious  "  or  "  litigious  "  such  user  may  have 
been  {d).  In  the  case  of  Bailey  v.  Appleijavdie)^  where  a  right  of 
way  was  claimed,  the  use  of  which  had  been  materially  obstructed 
by  a  "  stang,'*  Patteaon,  J.,  left  the  question  to  the  jury  "  whether 
the  stang  had  prevented  the  exercise  of  the  right "  (/). 

[An  act  of  partial  interruption,  instead  of  destroying  the  ease- 
ment claimed,  may  qualify  it,  and  be  evidence  of  another  easement. 
Thus,  where  a  weir  across  a  river  was  claimed  by  prescription,  and 
a  miller,  whose  mill  was  on  its  banks,  had  caused  a  fender  to  be 


{c)  See  ante,  p.  206. 

\d)  See  Wriglit  v.  Willxatm  n836),  1 
M.  &  W.  100 ;  46  R.  E.  265  ;  {Eatm  v. 
Swansea  Watencorln  Co.  (1851),  17  Q.  B. 
267 ;  85  R.  R.  456 ;  Glover  v.  Coitman 
(1874),  L.  R.  10  0.  P.  108;  and  per 
JBowen,  J.,  in  Lalton  y.  Angtts  (1881), 
L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at  p.  786.] 

(e)  (183»),  3  Nev.  &  P.  257  ;  47  R.  R. 
537;  S.  C.  8  A.  &  E.  161,  and  cor- 
rected in  a  note  in  tbe  same  volume. 

(/)  The  report  of  the  case  of  Bailey  v. 
Appleyard  was  first  published  in  3  N.  & 
P.  257  ;  it  afterwards  appeared  in  8  Ad. 
&  £1.  161.  On  the  ca^e,  s&  it  appeared 
in  these  reports,  the  following  observa- 
tion  was  made  in  the  first  edition  of 
this  work.  **  In  the  recent  case  of 
Bailey  v.  Appleyard,  the  erection  of  a 
rail  by  the  o\^'ner  of  the  servient  tone- 
ment  within  the  shorter  period  of  the 
statutory  prescription  was  held  sufiB- 
cient  to  prevent  the  acquisition  of  the 
right;  and  it  was  decided  that  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  an 
enjoyment  not  interrupted,  every  inter- 
ruption being  presumed  to  be  hostile 
until  the  contrary  was  ^own.  It  does 
not  appear  from  the  report  that  in  this 
instance  the  interruption  was  acqui- 
esced in,  or  even  continued  for  a  year." 
In  the  8th  volume  of  Adolphus  and 
Ellis,  the  reporters,  after  adverting  to 
the  appearance  of  the  above  passage, 
give  the  following  very  important  cor- 
rection of  the  report  of  the  case.  **  The 
learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause  of 


Baily  y.  Appleyard  has  favoured  the 
reporters  with  a  note  of  the  facts 
proved  before  him,  from  which  it  ap- 
pears that  the  report  of  the  case,  above 
referred  to,  and  that  in  the  present 
volume  (p.  161),  are  incorrect  in  repre- 
senting that  on  the  trial  any  questijn 
ultimately  turned  upon  an  interruption 
within  thirty  years. 

"The  plaintiff  endeavoured  to  show 
that  the  tenant  of  Upper  House  Farm  (bi 
respect  of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed) 
had  for  more  than  thirty  years  pastured 
his  cattle  in  Toadholes  Lane  as  far  as  a 
close  called  Potover  Lane,  but  it  was 
proved  that  a  stang,  or  rail,  sufficient  tu 
prevent  cattle  from  passing,  had  been 
erected  across  Toadholes  Lane,  bet^'een 
Upper  House  Farm  and  Potover  Lane. 
It  did  not  appear  tcheti  the  Hang  wa*  put 
up  :  but  it  had  stood,  much  more  than 
two  years  before  its  removal  in  1809. 
A  neighboiuing  proprietor  had  been 
accustomed  to  turn  his  cattle  into  Toad  • 
holeH  Lane  from  the  Potover  Lane  end  ; 
and  the  stang  obstructed  the  passage  of 
his  cattle  towards  Upper  House  J^arm, 
as  well  as  the  pattsa^o  of  cattle  from 
Upper  House  Farm  into  the  part  of 
Toadholes  Lane  between  the  stang  and 
Potover  Lane.  By  agreement  between 
the  two  proprietors  in  1809,  a  gate  was 
put  up  at  the  end  of  Potover  Lane ;  the 
stang  was  then  removed  ;  and  from 
that  time  the  cuttle  of  the  ^•laintiff's 
predecessor  depastured  the  whole  of 
Toadh(  les  Lane  up  to  the  gate.     The 
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[shut  down,  the  Court  held  this  not  fatal  to  the  olaimant's  right, 
thinking  that  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  a  second  easement 
being  acquired,  as  subordinate  to  that  already  existing,  if  the 
subject-matter  admitted  of  it  {g).'\ 

By  the  civil  law  any  enjoyment  was  said  to  be  forcible  to  which 
opposition  was  ofFered,  either  by  word  or  deed,  by  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement  (A). 

The  enjoyment  must  be  open. 

The  user  of  an  easement  may  be  secret,  either  from  the  mode  in 
which  a  party  enjoys  it,  or  from  the  nature  of  the  easement  itself. 

Instances  of  the  former  kind  are  where  the  right  is  exercised  by 
stealth,  or  in  the  night  (t). 

Instances  of  the  latter  kind  occur  where  a  claim  is  ipade  to  an 
extraordinary  degree  of  support  to  a  house  from  the  neighbouring 
soil,  in  consequence  of  an  excavation  on  the  party's  own  land  (^*), 
[or  a  peculiarity  in  the  internal  structure  of  the  house  (/),]  not 
visible  to  the  neighbour. 
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plaintiff*  8  couiuiel  argued  that  the  staug 
was  not  neoessarilj  an  interruption  of 
the  plaintiff*8  enjoyment  of  pasture  over 
the  locus  in  quo  ;  and  that,  if  it  was  not, 
the  evidence  showed  an  enjoyment  of 
many  years  before  1809.  The  learned 
jud^e  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  stan}^  hnd prevented  the  exerc'me  of  the 
right.    Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

"No  question,  therefore,  at  the  trial, 
turned  on  the  effect  of  an  interruption ; 
but,  if  the  stang  was  erected  adversely 
to  the  right  insisted  on  by  the  plaintiff, 
he  failed  in  proving  a  thirty  years'  en- 
joyment, because  the  evidence,  as  far 
us  it  went,  showed  that  the  enjoyment, 
as  claimed,  had  not  begun  till  1809,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  been  excluded,  and  not 
interrupted,  during  the  first  two  years  of 
the  thirty.  And  even  if  it  had  appeared 
that  tbe  stang  ought  to  have  been 
treated  as  an  *  interruption,'  it  was  plain 
that  it  had  existed  and  been  acquiesced 
in  for  more  than  a  year.  On  the  motion, 
reported  ante,  the  terra  *  interruption  * 
was  used ;  but  it  was  eyidently  un- 
necessary, for  the  purpose  of  the 
decision,  to  employ  it  in  any  other  sense 
than  that  of  obstruction." 

(^)  Rolle  V.  Whyte  (1868),  L.  R.  3 
Q.  B.  302  ;  for  a  like  decision,  see  Good- 
man V.  Mayor  of  Saltash  (1882),  L.  R. 
7  App.  Gas.  633. 

(A)  Vi  factum  vidcri,  Quintus  Mucius 


scripsit,  si  quis  contra  quam  prohibe- 
retur,  feoerit :  et  mihi  yidetur  plena 
esse  Quinti  Mucii  definitio.  Sod  et  si 
quis  jactu  yel  minimi  lapilli  prohibitus 
f aoere,  perseveravit  facere :  hunc  quoque 
yi  fedsfse  yideri,  Feedius  et  Pompon  ius 
Bcribunt,  eoquejure  utimur. — Dig.  43, 
24,  1,  s.  5,  6,  quod  vi  aut  olam. 

Prohibitus  autem  intelligitur,  quo- 
libet  prohibentis  aotu  :  id  est  vel  dicen- 
tis  se  prohibere,  vel  manum  opponentis, 
lapillumve  jactantis  prohibencU  grati&. 
—Ibid,  par  20,  s.  1. 

(»)  Itaque  clam  nanciscitur  po8GCi>« 
fdonem,  qui  futuram  controyersiain 
metuens,  ignorante  eo,  quem  metuit, 
furtive  in  possessionem  ingreditur. — 
Dig.  41,  2,  6,  de  adq.  vel.  amit.  poss. 

Talis  usus  non  yalebit,  cum  sit 
clandestinua,  et  idem  erit  si  noctumus. 
— Braoton,  lib.  2,  f.  62  b. 

Aut  in  absentitl  dominl. — Ibid.  Lib. 
4,  f.  221  a. 

See  Dawson  y.  Dnke  of  Norfolk  (1816), 
1  Price,  246  ;  16  R.  R.  708  ;  [and,  as  to 
the  case  of  a  bailiff  claiming  a  right  by 
user  oyer  his  master's  property,  Offieert 
of  State  y.  Earl  of  Haddington^  6  Wils. 
&  Shaw,  So.  App.  570]. 

(k)  Partridge  y.  Seott  (1838),  3  M.  & 
W.  229. 

(0  Angut  y.  Dilton  (1878),  L.  R.  4 
Q.  B.  Div.  162  ;  see  per  Thesiger,  L.  J., 
at  pp.  181 — 3,  and  per  Cotton,  L.  J.,  at 
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A  consideration  of  this  rule  would,  it  appears,  afford  an  answer 
in  the  affirmative  to  the  question  incidentally  raised  in  the  case  of 
Dodd  V.  Holme  (n) — ^whether,  in  order  to  acquire  a  right  to  support 
for  a  house  by  antiquity  of  possession,  it  must  originally  have  been 
built  with  that  degree  of  strength  and  coherence  which  may  reason- 
ably be  expected  to  be  found  in  a  well-built  house, — for  afi  there 
might  be  nothing  in  the  external  appearance  of  the  house  to  give 
notice  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  that  the  weakness  with 
which  it  was  built  caused  it  to  require  a  greater  degree  of  support 
from  his  soil  than  a  well-built  house  would  have  required,  and 
quoad  such  additional  support  the  enjoyment  would  have  been 
secret,  no  presumption  of  a  grant  of  it  on  his  part  could  be 
impUed. 

The  same  reasoning  would  also  apply  to  the  case  of  an  ancient 
house,  originally  well-built,  becoming  weaker  from  the  want  of 
proper  repair.  A  man  believing  there  were  no  minerals  on  his  own 
land  might  be  willing  to  subject  it  to  the  easement  of  support  to  a 
well-built  house,  which  would  diminish  the  value  of  his  property 
only  in  the  event  of  his  wishing  to  mine  in  it,  although  he  would 
refuse  to  restrict  himself  from  digging  a  foundation  for  any  build- 
ing he  might  require ;  which  would  possibly  be  the  case  were  he 
bound  to  afford  the  support  necessary  to  sustain  a  rickety  and  ill- 
built  edifice. 

[There  is  also  the  case  of  a  house  originally  requiring  no  more 
than  an  ordinary  degree  of  support,  but  subsequently  altered  so  as 
to  require  an  unusual  amount  of  lateral  pressure  to  support  it.  But 
here,  it  seems  that,  if  the  alteration  be  openly  and  honestly  made, 
the  servient  owner  is  fixed  with  notice  that  an  additional  burden  of 
some  kind  is  being  imposed  upon  his  tenement,  and,  if  he  makes 
no  inquiry,  will  in  time  become  subject  to  the  obligation  of 
increaaed  support  (o).] 


p.  187.  The  defendants  elected  not  to 
take  a  new  trial,  so  that  the  decision  on 
this  point  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was 
not,  striotlj  speaking,  open  to  renew 
by  the  House  of  Lords ;  but  the  point 
was  referred  to  on  the  appeal :  see  L.  R. 
6  App.  Cas.  at  pp.  751  (Pollock,  B.), 
767  and  760  (Field,  J.),  766  and  767 
(Lindley,  L.  J.),  777  and  779  (Fry.  J.), 
787  and  789  (Bowen,  J.),  801  (Lord 
Selbome,  C),  807  (Lord  Penzance),  827 


and  828  (Lord  Blackburn).  See  als3 
Union  Lighterage  Co.  y.  London  Gracing 
Dock  Co.,  [190i]  2  Ch.  300 ;  affd.,  [1902] 
2  Ch.  557  ;  and  Gateiy  v.  Martin,  [1900J 
2  Lr.  R.  269. 

(n)  (1834),  1  A.  &  E.  493 ;  3  Nev.  & 
Man.  739  ;  40  R.  R.  344. 

(o)  Dalton  v.  Angiu  (1881),  L.  R.  6 
App.  Cas.  740,  per  Lord  Selbome,  at 
p.  801. 
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This  reasoning  also  applies  to  the  claim  of  [an  extraordinary 
degree  of]  support  from  adjoining  houses  (p). 

By  the  civil  law  it  was  suflBcient  to  vitiate  the  user,  if,  from  the 
acts  of  the  party,  an  intention  of  concealment  could  be  inferred  (q). 
This  intention  might  be  deduced  from  the  manner  in  which  the  act 
was  done,  and  the  Digest  contains  a  variety  of  instances  in  which 
such  an  intention  was  inferred  from  the  facts  (r). 

The  enjoyment  must  be  as  of  right  (»). 

Enjoyment  had  under  a  Ucenoe  or  permission  from  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement,  as  has  been  already  remarked,  confers 
no  right  to  the  easement.  Each  renewal  of  the  licence  i^ebuts 
the  presumption  which  would  otherwise  arise,  that  such  enjoyment 
was  had  under  a  claim  of  right  to  the  easement  {t). 

Any  admission,  whether  verbal  or  otherwise,  that  the  enjoyment 
had  been  had  by  permission  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement, 
was  sufficient, before  the  [Prescription  Act],  to  prevent  the  acquisition 
of  the  right,  however  long  such  enjoyment  might  have  continued. 
"  Si  autem,"  says  Bracton,  "  (seisina)  precaria  fuerit  et  de  gratia, 
qu£B  tempestive  revocari  possit  et  iotempestive,  ex  longo  tempore 
non  acquiritur  jus  "  (w). 

By  the  statute  a  distinction  is  made  as  to  the  effect  of  a  parol  | 
licence  in  those  cases  in  which  the  right  is  declared  to  be  absolute 
and  indefeasible,  and  those  in  which  there  is  no  such  provision.    In  ^ 


Neo  olair. 


Neo  preoario. 


(p)  See  per  Bramwell,  B.,  in  the  case 
of  Solomon  v.  Vintners^  Co.  (1859),  4 
H.  &  N.  601,  ace.  [In  AngMr.  Dalton, 
Cockburn,  C.  J.,  appean  to  have  con- 
sidered that  the  very  possibility  of 
acquiring  any  prescriptive  right  to  sup- 
port was  excluded  by  the  secrecy  of  tne 
enjoyment  (L.  B.  3  Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  117) ; 
but  this  opinion  was  negatived  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  and  uie  House  of 
Lords.] 

{q)  Idem  Aristo  putat,  eum  quoque 
clam  facere,  qui  celandi  animo  habet 
eum,  quern  prohibituriun  se  inteUegerit, 
et  id  existimat,  aut  existimare  debet, 
se  prohibitum  in.— Dig.  43,  24,  3,  §  8, 
quod  vi  aut  clam. 

(r)  Dig.  43,  24,  3,  }}  7,  8,  quod  vi 
aut  clam. 

(«)  [See  the  question  discussed  in 
Burrotcn  v.  Lang,  [1901]  2  Ch.  602,  at 
p.  610  et  8eq.] 

{t)  Monmouihnhire  Canal  Co.  v.  Harford 
(1830,  I  C.  M.  &  R.  614;  40  R.  R. 
648 ;  [Tone  v.  Pte^ton  (1883),  L.  B.  24 


Ch.  D.  739;  Chamber  Colliery  Co.  ▼. 
Hopicood  (1886),  L.  R.  32  Ch.  Div.  649 ; 
Gardner  ▼.  Hodgaon^a  Kingston  Brewery 
Co.,  [1901]  2  Ch.  198;  aflfd.,  [1903] 
A.  C.  229.  As  to  precarious  enjoy- 
ment of  a  different  kind,  see  Arkwright 
V.  Gellsoid  the  other  cases  quoted  below, 
Part  III.  Chap.  I.,  ad  fin. 

If  the  enjoyment  commenced  by  per- 
mission, it  IS  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  it  did  not  (x>ntinue  by  permis- 
sion. Oavedv.  Martyn  (1865),  19  C.  B. 
N.  S.  732. 

The  fact  that  a  gate,  through  which 
a  right  of  way  was  claimed,  had  always 
been  kept  locked,  the  key  having  been 
kept  by  the  proprietor  of  the  servient 
tenement,  but  always  having  been  asked 
for  by  the  proprietor  of  the  dominant 
tenement  as  a  matter  of  right,  when  it 
was  required,  and  never  having  been 
refused,  did  not  prevent  the  acquinition, 
by  prescription,  of  the  easement.  lioberU 
v.  Fellowes  (1906),  94  L.  T.  279.] 

(u)  Lib.  4,  f.  221  a. 
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ACQUISITION  OP  EASEMENTS. 


Unity  of 
possession 


Nee  precario.  the  former  instance,  although  the  enjoyment  oommenoed  by  per- 
mission, yet  after  it  has  continued  during  the  requisite  period  (forty 
years  in  general,  and  twenty  in  the  case  of  lights),  the  right  cannot 
be  invalidated,  except  by  proof  that  the  easement  "  was  enjoyed 
by  some  consent  or  agreement  expressly  given  or  made  for  that 
purpose  by  deed  or  writing  "  (s).  The  latter  case  is  not  affected 
by  the  statute. 

The  "  precarious  enjoyment "  of  the  Civil  Law,  by  which,  as  has 
been  already  seen,  no  prescriptive  right  could  be  acquired,  is 
identical  with  the  permissive  enjoyment  of  the  English  law  (a). 

For  the  same  reason,  that  the  enjoyment  must  be  such  as  to 
afford  evidence  of  the  acknowledgment  of  the  right  to  an  easement, 
as  such,  by  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  no  right  is  acquired 
by  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement  which  has  been  had  during  the 
time  of  a  unity  of  possession  of  the  dominant  and  servient  tene- 
ments ;  and  it  was  decided  in  [some  of  the  ecurlier  cases  on  the 
Prescription  Act(^)],  that,  in  computing  the  period  of  twenty 
years'  enjoyment  '*next  before  the  action  brought,"  under  the 
statute,  not  only  must  the  times  during  which  the  unity  continued 
be  excluded,  but  that  the  operation  of  the  unity  is  to  suspend  the 
process  of  acquisition  while  it  lasts,  and  to  destroy  altogether  the 
effect  of  the  previous  user,  by  breaking  th©  continuity  of  the 
enjoyment. 

A  claim  under  the  statute  to  an  easement  by  enjoyment  during 
the  periods  therein  specified  may  be  conclusively  rebutted,  and  the 
user  shown  not  to  have  been  as  of  right,  by  evidence  of  a  breach  of 
the  continuity  of  possession  by  an  act  of  interruption  on  the  part  of 
the  servient  owner  acquiesced  in  for  a  year  after  notice  (sect.  4)  (c) ; 
[and  so  it  may  by  evidence  of  repeated  interruptions  of  less  than  a 


Intemiprion 
by  servient 
owner  under 
the  statute. 


{z)  [The  effect  of  the  statute  is  that 
in  the  case  of  the  long^er  pirlodb,  a 
right  may  be  acquired  by  an  eujoyment 
'^'tiich  at  the  common  law  would  have 
been  bad  uh  *'  a  precariouH  enjoyment,'* 
see  ante,  p.  201,  note(t).  The  whole 
maiter  is  ix  plained  in  Tickle  v.  Brown 
(I83b),  4  A.  <Sc  £.  369  ;  43  R.  E.  358.] 

(a)  Frecarium  est,  quod  precibus 
peteuti  utendum  couceditur  (tamdiu) 
qnamdiu  is,  qui  concessit,  patitur. — 
I)ig'.  43,  2(>,  1,  de  precario. 

Vduti  si  me  precario  rograveris,  ut  per 
f nudum  mourn  ire,  vel  agere  tibi  liceat : 
vel  ut  iu  tectum  v€l  in  aream  wdium 


mearum  stillicidium  vel  tignum  in  pa- 
rietem  immissum  habeas. — ibid.  L.  a. 

{b)  Onhy  V.  Gardiner  (1838),  4  M.  &  W. 
496  ;  Clayton  v.  Corl^y  (1«42),  2  G.  &  \j. 
183;  67  R.  R.  807:  Jiattuhill  v.  lie^d 
(l8o6),  18  C.  B.  696.  Hw  Ladiftnan  v. 
Grave  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  763;  Lccle^i- 
a»tical  LomtntHniotuniy.  A't»o(1880),  L.  R. 
14  Ch.  Div.  •/13  ;  Hoi  tins  v.  Vtrney 
(1884),  L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  304.  But 
Onley  v.  Gardimr  and  BattUhill  v.  Kttd 
were  followed  in  Ijamper  v.  Ba^sdty 
[1901]  2  Ch.  350. 

{c)  [See  ante,  p.  206.] 


BY  PRESCRIPTION.  235 

[year,  if  they  be  sufficient  to  show  that  the  enjoyment  was  eon-   Interruption 

tentious  (d)'].  owner  under 

In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Bright  the  statute. 
V.  Walker^  in  which  the  qualities  of  an  enjoyment  necessary  to 
clothe  it  with  right  by  lapse  of  time  were  considered,  Baron  Parke 
said  (e) :  "  In  order  to  establish  a  right  of  way,  and  to  bring  the 
case  within  this  section  ('2nd),  it  must  be  proved  that  the  claimant 
has  enjoyed  it  for  the  full  period  of  twenty  years,  and  that  he  has 
done  80  *  as  of  right ; '  for  that  is  the  form  in  which,  by  sect.  5,  such 
a  claim  must  be  pleaded ;  and  the  like  evidence  would  have  been 
required  before  the  statute  to  prove  a  claim  by  prescription  or  non- 
existing  grant.  Therefore,  if  the  way  shall  appear  to  have  been 
enjoyed  by  the  claimant,  not  openly  and  in  the  manner  that  a 
person  rightfully  entitled  would  have  used  it,  but  by  stealth,  as  a 
trespasser  would  have  done — ^if  he  shall  have  occasionally  asked  the 
permission  of  the  occupier  of  the  land — no  title  would  be  acquii'ed, 
because  it  was  not  enjoyed  '  as  of  right.'  For  the  same  reason  it 
would  not,  if  there  had  been  unity  of  possession  during  all  or  part 
of.  the  time  ;  for  then  the  claimant  would  not  have  enjoyed  '  as  of 
right '  the  easement,  but  the  soil  itself.  So  it  must  have  been 
enjoyed  without  interruption.  Again,  such  claim  may  be  defeated 
in  any  other  way  by  which  the  same  is  now  liable  to  be  defeated ; 
that  is,  by  the  same  means  by  which  a  similar  claim,  arising  by 
custom,  prescription  or  grant,  would  now  be  defeasible ;  and,  there- 
fore, it  may  be  answered  by  proof  of  a  grant,  or  of  a  licence, 
written  or  parol,  for  a  limited  period,  compribing  the  whole  or  part 
of  the  twenty  years,  or  of  the  absence  or  ignorance  of  the  polities 
interested  in  opposing  the  claim,  and  their  agents,  during  the  whole 
time  that  it  was  exercised." 

The  authority  of  this  case,  and  the  doctrines  laid  down  by  the 
Court  in  it,  were  fully  recognized  in  T/w  Monmouthshire  Canal 
Company  v.  Harford  {f)^  and  Tickle  v.  Brown  {g), 

[The  enjoyment  must  be  definite  in  its  character  (//).  Enjoyment  to 

"  Non-user  which  would  not  be  sufficient  to  establish  an  abandon-  ^  definite. 


(rf)  Eaton  V.  Stcamea  JVatencorks   Co,  358  ;    [cf.    Wiiuhip  v.  Hudspeth  (1854), 

(1851),  17  Q.  B.  -267;  85  R.   R.  455;  10  Exch.  5]. 

Hiid  per  Bowen,  J.,  in  Daltonv.  Angua  (h)  No  alteration    in    the    domioant 

(1881),  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  at  p.  78G.  buildin>r,  which  would  not  involve  the 

(e)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  219  ;  40  R.  R.  536,  ^°^'*  °^^7^^*  ^  \'^^^  ^^f  -?o?^^*^n^^.^ 

Pieface  VI  acquired  (sec  post,  pp.  o28,  o49',  will,  if 

^    -.-■     «    -r*  made  during  the  currency  of  the  period 

(/)  (1834),    1    C.  M.  &   R.  614;  40  prescribed    by    the    Prescription    Act, 

R.  R.  648.  prevent  the  acquisition  of    the  right. 

is)  (1836),  4  A.  &  E.  369;  43  R.  R.  [Andrews  v.  Watte,  [1907]  2  Ch.  600.) 
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Capable  of 
interruption. 


Enjoyment  to  [ment  of  a  right  acquired  may  be  enough  to  prevent  the  acquisition 
^  ^^^'^^-     of  that  right  under  the  (Prescription)  Act "  {i). 

It  must  not  be  so  casual  and  uncertain  as  to  be  out  of  the 
category  of  known  easements  {j). 

Lastly,  the  enjoyment  must  be  physically  capable  of  inter- 
ruption (k). 

In  the  leading  case  of  Angus  v.  Dalton  (/),  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  and 
Mellor,  J.,  gave  judgment  against  a  claim  of  lateral  support  for 
buildings,  partly  upon  the  ground  that  the  enjoyment  of  such 
support  cannot  be  resisted  by  the  adjoining  owner  by  any  means 
short  of  an  excavation  which  may  be  destructive  of  his  own  tene- 
ment (w).  But  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  while 
conceding  that  an  enjoyment  physically  incapable  of  interruption 
would  confer  no  right  (;f),  held  that  the  decided  cases  prevented 
them  from  applying  the  principle  to  the  easement  in  question  {o) ; 
and  their  decision  was  upheld  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

"The  power  of  resistance,"  said  Lord  Selbome (j[>),  "does  and 
must  in  all  such  cases  exist,  otherwise  no  question  like  the  present 
could  arise.  It  is  true  that  in  some  cases  (of  which  the  present  is  an 
example)  a  man  acting  with  reasonable  regard  to  his  own  interest, 
would  never  exercise  it  for  the  mere  purpose  of  preventing  his 
neighbour  from  enlarging  or  extending  such  a  servitude.  But  on 
the  other  hand,  it  would  not  be  reasonably  consistent  with  the 
policy  of  the  law  in  favour  of  possessory  titles,  that  they  should 
depend  in  each  particular  case  upon  the  greater  or  less  facility  or 
difficulty,  convenience  or  inconvenience,  of  practically  interrupting 
them.  They  can  always  be  interrupted  (and  that  without  difficulty 
or  inconvenience)  when  a  man  wishes,  and  finds  it  for  his  interest, 
to  make  such  a  use  of  his  own  land  as  will  have  that  effect.     So 


(»)  SmUh  V.  Baxter,  [1900]  2  Ch.  138 ; 
per  Stirling,  J.,  at  p.  146. 

{/}  ^eW v.-»irrf (1863),  13  C.B.N. S. 
841  ;  Chofemore  v.  Richards  (1869),  17 
H.  &  C.  349  ;  RoberU  v.  Fellowes  (lb06), 
94  L.  T.  279 ;  and  per  Thesiger,  L.  J., 
in  AfiffHiY,  Dalton  (1878),  L.  R.  4  Q.  B. 
Div.  at  p.  175. 

(k)  Webb  V.  Birdy  nbi  sup. ;  Sturgea  ▼. 
Bridgman  (1879),  L.  R.  11  Ch.  Div.  862. 

(/)  (1877—81),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  86  ; 
4  Q.  B.  Div.  162 ;  6  App.  Ca^.  740  ;  see 
above,  p.  194. 

{m)  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  at  pp.  117, 
125  If. 


(w)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  at  p.  175. 

(o)  Ibid.  pp.  176  to  181. 

Ip)  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  at  p.  796.  Some 
of  the  judges  even  hinted  that  the  en- 
joyment of  lateral  support  waa  capable 
of  being  resisted  by  tiie  simple  method 
of  bringing  an  action  for  trespass ;  and 
Lord  Selbome  appears  to  have  con- 
curred in  this  view,  without  making  it 
the  basis  of  his  judgment.  See  per 
Lindley  and  Bowen,  JJ.,  at  pp.  763, 784, 
and  the  contrary  opinion  of  Fry,  J.,  at 
p.  776  ;  Lord  Selbome* s  opinion  on  this 
point  is  reported  on  p.  793,  and  Lcnl 
Watson's  on  p.  831.  See  below.  Part  III. 
Chap.  IV. 
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[long  as  it  does  not  suit  his  purpose  and  his  interest  to  do  this,  the   .  Capable  of 

law  which  allows  a  servitude  to  be  established  or  enlarged  by  long  - 

and  open  enjoyment,  against  one  whose  preponderating  interest  it 
has  been  to  be  passive  during  the  whole  time  necessary  for  its 
acquisition,  seems  more  reasonable,  and  more  consistent  with  public 
convenience  and  natural  equity,  than  one  which  would  enable  him, 
at  any  distance  of  time  (whenever  his  views  of  his  own  interest  may 
have  undergone  a  change),  to  destroy  the  fraits  of  his  neighbour's 
diligence,  industry,  and  expenditure." 

Lord  Penzance  concurred  in  the  judgment,  feeling  himself  bound 
by  previous  decisions ;  but  his  own  opinion  was  that  the  enjoyment 
must,  in  order  to  confer  a  right,  be  capable  of  interruption  "  with- 
out extravagant  and  unreasonable  loss  or  expense  "  (7).] 


{q)  L.  R.  6  App.  Caa.  at  p.  805.    The      B.)t  ^764  (Lindley,   J.),   774  (Fry,  J.), 
opinions  of  the  judges  on  this  point  will      and  785  (bowen,  J.). 
he  found  reported  on  pp.  749  (Pollock, 
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PART  III. 

OF   PARTICULAR   EASEMENTS   AND   PARTICULAR   NATURAL 
RIGHTS   OF  A   SIMILAR   CHARACTER. 


CHAPTER  I. 

RIGHTS  TO   WATER. 

Running  water  is  the  subject  of  easements  of  several  kinds. 
The  right  to  receive  a  flow  of  water  in  a  natural  stream,  and 
transmit  it  in  its  accustomed  course,  is  an  ordinary  right  of  pro- 
perty—a natural  right:  the  right  to  interfere  with  the  accustomed 
course,  either  by  penning  it  back  upon  the  land  above,  or  trans- 
mitting it  altered  in  quality  or  quantity  to  an  extent  not  justified 
by  natural  right,  is  an  easement. 

The  right  to  have  a  natural  stream  run  in  its  accustomed  course 
does  not  arise  by  prescription,  but  "jure  naturae,"  and  of  common 
right  as  an  ordinary  incident  of  property ;  the  right  to  interfere 
with  this  natural  course,  by  altering  the  quality  or  quantity  of  the 
water,  is  an  easement,  and  is  claimable  by  prescription. 
Nopreacrip.  **  When  a  man  has  a  lawful  easement  or  profit  by  prescription, 
w^MiSt^^.  from  time  whereof,  &c.,  another  custom,  which  is  also  from  time 
whereof,  &c.,.  cannot  take  it  away;  for  the  one  custom  is  as 
ancient  as  the  other ;  as  if  one  has  a  way  over  the  land  of  A.  to 
his  freehold  by  prescription,  from  time  whereof,  &c.,  A.  cannot 
allege  a  prescription  or  custom  to  stop  the  said  way  "  {a). 

The  difficulty  here  suggested  does  not  arise  with  regard  to  a 
natural  stream,  the  right  to  the  flow  of  it  not  arising  by  pre- 
scription ;  and  if  a  man  declares  for  a  disturbance  of  the  course 
6i  a  stream,  it  is  a  good  plea  to  justify  the  diversion  in  virtue  of 
an  easement  so  to  do. 


preseriptiop. 


{a)  Aldred's  Cate  (1611),  9  Rep.  58  b. 
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Bracton    appears    to    oonsider    the  obHgation  to  respeot  the  Natural 
natural  course  of  a  flowing  stream  as  a  duty  imposed  by  law;  ^uir^e 


ease- 


and  that,  unless  justified  by  an  easement^  a  man  has  no  more  right  '"®^*?  ^ 
to  divert  the  course  of  a  stream  than  to  discharge  water  upon  water, 
his  neighbour's  land:  "Item  a  jure  imponitur  servitus  preedio 
vicinorum ;  scilicet  ne  quis  stagnum  suum  altius  toUat,  per  quod 
tenementum  vicini  submergatur.  Item  ne  faciat  fossam  in  suo 
per  quam  aquam  vicini  divertat,  vel  per  quod  ad  alveum  suum 
pristinum  reverti  non  possit  in  toto  vel  in  parte  ^'  (6). 

In  the  Courts  of  the  United  States,  which  recbmize  and  Tyler  v. 
profess  to  be  guided  by  the  principles  of  the  English  law,  this 
point  has  received  much  consideration.  In  an  elaborate  judgment 
of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  the  right  to  have  a  stream  flow  on  in  its 
accustomed  course  is  laid  down  to  be  a  right  universally  incident 
to  the  property  in  the  adjoining  land,  a  right  which  can  only  be 
interfered  with  by  the  acquisition  of  an  easement;  and  the 
ordinary  rights  of  the  owners  of  the  adjacent  land  to  the  natural 
flow  of  the  stream  are  distinguished  with  great  precision  from  the 
acquisitions  in  derogation  of  the  common  rights  made  by  an 
exclusive  appropriation  of  the  water. 

"  PrimA  facie  (c),  every  proprietor  upon  each  bank  of  a  river  is  Judgment  of 
entitled  to  the  land  covered  with  water,  infront  of  his  bank,  to  ^^^^'  ''• 
the  middle  thread  of  the  stream  ;  or,  as  it  is  commonly  expressed, 
ad  medium  filum  aquaB  (d). 

"  In  virtue  of  this  ownership  {e)  he  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  the 


{li)  Bractou,  lib  4,  f.  221  a. 

(r)  Ti/fer  v.  JFiikimonf  4  Mason,  U". 
S.  R.  397. 

{d)  [See  Iiic/,rtt  v.  Morris  (1866), 
L.  R.  1  H.  L.  8c.  47  :  Mayor  and  Cor- 
pora f  ion  of  Carlisle  v.  Gtaham  (1869), 
L.  R.  4  Kxch.  361  ;  Earl  of  Zetland  v. 
The  Clover  Incorpot  ation  of  Perth  (1870), 
L.  R.  2  11.  L.  So.  70 ;  Palmer  v.  Peruse 
(1878),  I.  R.  11  Eq.  610;  26  W.  R. 
Dijf.  269  ;  (h-r-Ewing  v.  Colqukotm 
(1877),  L.  R.  2  App.  Cas.  8^9  ;  Mickle- 
thtcait  V.  Nexclay  Bridge  Co.  (1886).  L.R. 
33  Ch.  Div.  133  ;  Duke  of  Devonshire  v. 
Pattifison  (1887),  L.  R.  20  Q.  B.  Div. 
263;  Tilbury  v.  Silva  (189U),  L.  R.  45 
Ch.  Div.  98 ;  Hindson  v.  Ashby,  [1896] 
2  Ch.  1 ;  Great  TorringUm  Commons  Con* 
tervators  t.  Moore  Stevens,  [1904]  1  Ch. 
347 ;  cf .  with  case  last  citeli,  Menzies  y. 
Breadalhane  (No.  1),  4  F.  65;    Hews* 


Digest  (1902),  col.  321.  As  to  an  en- 
closure award,  see  Ecroyd  v.  Coulthard, 
[18971  2  Ch.  554  ;  affd.  [1898]  2  Ch.  358. 
[e)  [In  Lord  v.  Commissioners  of  City  of 
Sidney  (1869),  12  Moo.  P.  C.  473.  it  was 
argued  that  a  riparian  owner  who,  by 
express  words  in  the  conveyance  to  him, 
is  excluded  from  the  ownership  of  the  bed 
of  the  stream  ad  medium  iilum  aqua^ 
(wMoh,  in  the  absenoe  of  such  worJs,  is 
primd  facie  included)  does  not  posisess 
the  rights  of  a  riparian  proprietor  to  the 
water  of  the  stream.  No  express  decision 
was  pronounced  as  to  this,  the  claimant 
being  held  entitled  to  the  bed  ;  but  their 
lordships  said  that  they  did  not  accede  to 
the  argument.  Cf.  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers' 
Co.  (1876),  L.  R.  1  App.  Cas.  662. 
**  Lateral  contact  is  as  good  as  vertical.*' 
North  Shore  Bail,  Co.  v.  Pion  (1889). 
L.  R.  14  A.  C.  612. 
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Jo^emcBt  of  water  flowing  over  it  in  its  natanil  cmrent,  withont  diminution  or 
— — ''  obstruction.     But,  strictly  speaking,  he  has  no  property  in  the 

water  itself,  but  a  ample  use  of  it,  while  it  passes  along.  The 
consequence  of  this  principle  is,  that  no  proprietor  has  a  right  to 
use  the  water  to  the  prejudice  of  another.  It  is  wholly  immaterial 
whether  the  party  be  a  proprietor  above  or  below  in  the  course  of 
the  riyer,  the  right  being  common  to  all  the  proprietors  on  the 
river ;  no  one  has  a  right  to  diminish  the  quantity  which  will, 
according  to  the  natural  current,  flow  to  a  proprietor  below,  or  to 
throw  it  back  upon  a  proprietor  above.  This  is  the  necessary 
result  of  the  perfect  equality  of  right  among  all  the  proprietors  of 
that  which  is  common  to  all.  The  natural  stream,  existing  by  the 
bounty  of  Providence  for  the  benefit  of  the  land  through  which  it 
flows,  is  an  incident  annexed,  by  operation  of  law,  to  the  land 
itself.  When  I  speak  of  this  common  right,  I  do  not  mean  to  be 
understood  as  holding  the  doctrine  that  there  can  be  no  diminution 
whatsoever,  and  no  obstruction  or  impediment  whatsoever,  by  a 
riparian  proprietor,  in  the  use  of  the  water  as  it  flows,  for  that 
would  be  to  deny  any  valuable  use  of  it.  There  may  be,  and 
there  must  be  allowed  to  all,  of  that  which  is  conmion,  a  reasonable 
use.  The  true  test  of  the  principle  and  extent  of  the  use  is, 
whether  it  is  to  the  injury  of  the  other  proprietors,  or  not.  There 
may  be  a  diminution  in  quantity,  or  a  retardation  or  acceleration 
of  the  natural  current,  indispensable  for  the  general  and  valuable 
use  of  the  water,  perfectly  consistent  with  the  common  right.  The 
diminution,  retardation,  or  acceleration,  not  positively  and  sensibly 
injurious  by  diminishing  the  value  of  the  common  right,  is  an 
implied  element  in  the  right  of  using  the  stream  at  all.  The  law 
here,  as  in  many  other  cases,  acts  with  a  reasonable  reference  to 
public  convenience  and  general  good,  and  is  not  betrayed  into  a 
narrow  strictness,  subversive  of  common  sense,  nor  into  an  ex- 
travagant looseness,  which  would  destroy  private  rights.  The 
maxim  is  applied,  sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  IsBdas. 


In  the  case  of  a  naTigable  river  where 
the  tide  flows  and  reflows,  the  8oil  in 
the  channel  belongs  to  the  Crown  (<Jom. 
Dig.  ait.  NaTigation  A. :  Gann  t.  tithns 
ofWhiUtabh  (1865),  11  H.  of  L.  207), 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  oou- 
trarj  (Att.-Gen.  v.  Emerson^  [1891] 
A.  C.  649) ;  bnt  there  may  neyertheless 
be  exdnsive  rights  in  the  riparian 
owners,     ^ee  Att.-Gen.  y.  Earl  of  Lont* 


dale  (1868),  L.  R.  7  Eq.  397;  Lyon  v. 
FiithmotHftrs'  Co.^  nbi  sup.  :  Original 
HartUji'jl  CoUierie*  Co.  v.  Gibb  (1877), 
L.  R.  6  Oh.  D,  713 ;  Bell  t.  Corporation 
of  Quebec  (1879),  5  App.  Gas.  84  ;  Fritz  v. 
Hobson  (1880),  14  Oh.  D.  642.  In 
America  it  has  been  held  that  a  mere 
intmder  on  land  has  no  riparian  rights. 
WatkinM  v.  Uolman,  16  Pet.  (U.S.)  25. 
Sedqu.] 
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"  But  of  a  thing  common  by  nature,  there  may  be  an  appro-   Judgment  of 

priation  by  general  consent  or  grant.     Mere  priority  of  occupation  *— — 

of  running  water,  without  such  consent  or  grant,  confers  no 
exclusive  right.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  mere  occupancy,  where 
the  first  occupant  takes  by  force  of  his  priority  of  occupancy. 
That  supposes  no  ownership  already  existing,  and  no  right  to  the 
one  already  acquired.  But  our  law  awards  to  the  riparian  pro- 
prietors the  right  to  the  use  in  common,  as  one  incident  to  the 
land ;  and  whoever  seeks  to  found  an  exclusive  use  must  establish 
a  rightful  appropriation  in  some  manner  known  and  admitted  by 
the  law.  Now  this  may  be  either  by  a  grant  from  all  the  pro- 
prietors, whose  interest  is  affected  by  the  particular  appropriation, 
or  by  a  long  exclusive  enjoyment  without  interruption,  which 
affords  a  just  presumption  of  right.  By  our  law,  upon  principles 
of  public  convenience,  the  term  of  twenty  years  of  exclusive  unin- 
terrupted enjoyment  has  been  held  a  conclusive  presumption  of  a 
grant  or  right.  I  say  of  a  grant  or  right — for  I  very  much  doubt 
whether  the  principle  now  acted  upon,  however  in  its  origin  it 
may  have  been  confined  to  presumptions  of  a  grant — is  now 
necessarily  limited  to  considerations  of  this  nature.  The  pre- 
sumption is  applied  as  a  presumption  juris  et  de  jure,  wherever, 
by  possibility,  a  right  may  be  acquired  in  any  manner  known  to 
the  law. 

"  With  these  two  principles  in  view,  the  general  rights  of  the 
plaintiffs  cannot  admit  of  much  controversy.  They  are  riparian 
proprietors,  and,  as  such,  are  entitled  to  the  natural  flow  of  the 
river  without  diminution  to  their  injury.  As  owners  of  the  lower 
dam,  and  the  mills  connected  therewith,  they  had  no  rights 
beyond  those  of  any  other  persons,  who  might  have  appropriated 
that  portion  of  the  stream  to  the  U3e  of  their  mills ;  that  is,  their 
rights  are  to  be  measured  by  the  extent  of  their  natural  appro- 
priation and  use  of  the  water  for  a  period,  which  the  law  deems 
a  conclusive  presumption  in  favour  in  rights  of  this  nature.  In 
their  character  as  millowners,  they  have  no  title  to  the  flow  of  the 
stream  beyond  the  water  actually  and  legally  appropriated  by  the 
mills;  but  in  their  character  as  riparian  proprietors,  they  have 
annexed  to  their  lands  the  general  flow  of  the  river,  as  far  as  it 
has  not  been  already  acquired  by  some  prior  and  legally  operative 
appropriation. 

G.  16 
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Judgment  of       "  No  doubt,  then,  can  exist  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to 

'— —  the  surplus  of  the  natural  flow  of  the  stream  not  yet  appropriated. 

Their  rights,  as  riparian  proprietors,  are  general;  and  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  parties,  who  seek  to  narrow  those  rights,  to 
establish,  by  competent  proof,  their  own  title  to  divert  and  use 
the  stream." 

Natural  and  As  an  easement  is  something  superadded  to  the  ordinary  rights 
rigfia  in  run-  ^^  property,  and  it  is  incumbent  on  the  claimant  thus  seeking  to 
ning  water,  cast  a  burthen  upon  his  neighbour  to  prove  his  title  to  it,  it  is 
evidently  essential,  in  order  to  determine  in  what  manner  and 
what  amount  of  evidence  shall  be  given  to  support  the  title,  to 
ascertain  strictly  what  are  the  bounds  of  the  ordinary  rights  of 
property,  and  where  the  right  claimed  assumes  that  accessorial 
character  which  trenches  upon  the  liberty  of  another.  Thus,  with 
reference  to  the  question  above  alluded  to,  it  becomes  important 
to  consider  whether  the  right  to  receive  the  water  is  one  of  the 
ordinary  incidents  of  the  ownership  of  the  soil,  or  an  additional 
right  claimed  as  an  easement. 

In  discussing  this  question,  a  misconception  appears  to  have 
taken  place;  the  right  to  the  corporeal  thing,  water  itself,  has 
been  confounded  with  the  incorporeal  right  to  have  the  stream 
flow  in  its  accustomed  manner  (/).  Upon  this  a  further  error  was 
founded — that  the  first  appropriator  of  water  had  a  right  to 
continue  to  divert  the  stream  to  the  extent  of  such  appropriation, 
no  matter  how  injurious  such  diversion  might  be  to  the  rights  of 
parties  who  should  afterwards  seek  to  use  the  stream. 

The  question  has  been  much  debated — ^what  nature  of  property 
existed  by  law,  or  could  exist,  in  air,  light,  and  water.  It  has 
been  attempted  to  rest  that  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  these 
elements  upon  the  first  occupancy  of  a  common  right.  Thus, 
Blackstone,  in  his  chapter  on  "Title  by  Occupancy,"  after 
remarking  that  a  property  in  goods  and  chattels  might  be  ac- 
quired by  occupancy — "  the  original  and  only  primitive  method 
of  acquiring  any  property  at  all" — ^lays  it  down,  that,  "the 
benefit  of  the  elements — light,  air,  and  water — can  only  be  ap- 
propriated by  occupancy.  If  I  have  an  ancient  window  over- 
looking my  neighbour's  gi'ound,  he  may  not  erect  any  blind  to 


(/)  Mason  v.  Eill  (1833),  5  B.  &  Adol.  19  ;  2  Nev.  &  M.  747 ;  39  R.  R.  364. 
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obstruct  the  light;   but  if   I  build  my  house  close  to  his  wall,    Natural  and 
•which  darkens  it,  I  cannot  compel  him  to  demolish  his  wall,  for  rights  in  run- 
there  the  first  occupancy  is  rather  in  him  than  in  me.     If  my    '""g  water. 
neighbour  makes  a  tanyard,  so  as  to  annoy,  and  render  less  salu* 
brious  the  air  of  my  house  or  gardens,  the  law  will  furnish  me 
with  a  remedy ;  but  if  he  is  first  in  possession  of  the  air,  and  I 
fix  my  habitation  near  him,  the  nuisance  is  of  my  own  seeking, 
and  may  continue.     If  a  stream  be  unoccupied,  I  may  erect  a  mill 
thereon,  and  detain  the  water,  yet  not  so  as  to  injure  my  neigh- 
bour's prior  mill  or  his  meadow,  for  he  hath,  by  the  first  occu- 
pancy, acquired  a  property  in  the  current"  (g). 

The  last  two  illustrations  appear  to  be  incorrect,  and  directly 
at  variance  with  the  later  decisions  upon  this  subject  (h). 

Even  if  it  were  conceded  that  these  elements  are,  by  the  law 
of  England,  still  in  common  and  subject  to  be  made  property  by 
occupancy,  analogy  to  the  rules  which  govern  the  acquisition  of 
property  by  this  means  points  out,  that  the  appropriation  of  a 
particular  portion  could  give  no  right  of  property  in  more  than 
that  portion.  The  abstraction  of  a  measure  of  water  from  a 
flowing  stream  to-day,  can  give  no  property  in  water  which  may 
possibly  hereafter  form  part  of  the  stream,  but  which  is  now  on 
the  mountains.  The  present  reception  of  light  by  a  window 
cannot  give  a  prospective  property  in  the  light  itself,  which  will 
pass  through  the  window  to-morrow,  and  which  has  not  yet 
emanated  from  the  sun. 

The  right  principle  to  be  collected  from  the  authorities  is.  Result  of 
[that  "the  right  to  have  a  stream  to  flow  in  its  natural  state  ^'i***^"^^©^- 
without  diminution  or  alteration  is  an  incident  to  the  property  in 
the  land  through  which  it  passes ;  that  flowing  water  is  publici 
juris,  not  in  the  sense  that  it  is  a  bonum  vacans  to  which  the 
first  occupant  may  acquire  an  exclusive  right,  but  in  this  sense 
only,  that  all  may  reasonably  use  it  who  have  a  right  of  access  to 
it ;  that  none  can  (t)  have  any  property  in  the  water  itself,  except 
in  the  particular  portion  which  he  may  think  proper  to  abstract 
from  the  stream  and  take  into  his  possession,  and  that  during  the 


iff)  2  Black.  Com.  402.  Bridgman  (1878),  L.  R.  11  Oh.  Div.  862  ; 

(A)  Blin  V.  Hall  (1838),  4  Bing.  N.  C.  see  post,  Part  III.  Chap.  V.] 

183 ;  6  Scott,  500 ;  44  R.  R.  697,  post ;  (t)  Except  bj  virtue  of  some  statute. 

Mason  V.  Hill  (1833),  3  B.  &  Ad.  304,  See  Proprietors  of  Medway  v.   Earl  of 

6  B.  &  Ad.  1 ;  39  R.  R.  364  ;  [Sturges  v.  Romney  (1861),  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  676. 

16(2) 
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^°l*  <>'     [time  of  his  possession  only ;  that  each  proprietor  of  the  adjacent 

'-^  land  has  the  right  to  the  usufruct  of  the  stream  which  flows 

through  it  (A*),  and  that  this  right  to  the  benefit  and  advantage  of 
the  water  flowing  past  his  land  is  not  an  absolute  and  exclusive 
right  to  the  flow  of  all  the  water  in  its  natural  state,  but  is  a  right 
only  to  the  flow  of  the  water  and  the  enjoyment  of  it,  subject  to 
the  similar  natural  right  of  all  the  proprietors  of  the  banks  on 
each  side  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  same  stream;  that 
it  is  only,  therefore,  for  an  unreasonable  and  unauthorized  use  of 
this  common  benefit  that  an  action  will  lie ;  but  that  for  such  an 
use  it  will,  even  though  there  may  be  no  actual  damage  to  the 
plaintiff "  (/) ;  and  that,  if  the  user  by  the  riparian  owner  goes 
beyond  his  natural  right,  it  matters  not  how  much  the  plaintiff 
(whose  natural  right  is  affected  by  such  user)  has  used  the  water, 
or  tchet/iei'  he  has  ever  used  it  at  all;  in  either  case  his  right  is  equally 
invaded,  and  an  action  is  maintainable  {m). 

In  Miner  v.  Oilmour  («),  Lord  Kingsdown,  delivering  judgment 
on  an  appeal  from  Lower  Canada,  after  stating  that  there  was  no 
distinction  between  the  English  law  and  that  applicable  to  the 
case  before  their  lordships,  said,  '*  By  the  general  law  applicable 
to  runniug  streams,  every  riparian  proprietor  has  a  right  to  what 
may  be  called  the  ordinary  use  of  the  water  fiowing  past  his  land ; 
for  instance,  to  the  reasonable  use  of  the  water  for  his  domestic 
purposes  and  for  his  cattle,  and  this  without  regard  to  the  effect 
which  such  use  may  have  in  case  of  a  deficiency  upon  proprietors 
lower  down  the  stream.  But,  further,  he  has  a  right  to  the  use 
of  it  for  any  purpose,  or  what  may  be  deemed  the  extraordinary 
use  of  it,  provided  that  he  does  not  thereby  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  other  proprietors  either  above  or  below  him.  Subject 
to  this  condition,  he  may  dam  up  the  stream  for  the  purpose  of  a 
mill  (o),  or  divert  the  water  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation ;  but  he 


Miner  v. 
Oilmour. 


{k)  I.e.,  to  the  reasonable  uae  of  the 
stream  for  ordinary  purposes,  e.g.,  for 
his  domestic  purposes  and  his  cattle 
{Miner  v.  Gilmour^  cited  in  text,  above), 
but  not  for  purposes  foreigpn  to  or 
tmoonnected  with  his  riparian  tenement. 
McCartney  y.  Londondem/  and  Lough 
SwiUy  Railway,  [1904]  A.  C.  301 ;  cited 
post,  p.  247. 

{/)  Etnbrey  v.  Owen  (1861),  6  Exch. 
369;  86  B.  B.  331. 

(m)  See  judgment  in  Sampion  y.  Hod' 


dinott  (1867),  1  G.  B.  N.  S.  611;  see 
also  3  Kent's  Commentaries,  439 — 446, 
quoted  in  the  judgment  in  Emhrey  y. 
Owen,  ubi  sup. 

(«)  (1868),  12  Moore,  P.  C.  156.  [Of. 
as  to  the  Koman-Dutc^  law,  Van  Breda 
V.  Silbeibauer  (1869),  L.  B  3  P.  C.  84; 
Commissioneri  of  French  Hosk  y.  Hugo 
(1886),  L.  B.  lU  A.  0.  336.] 

ip)  White  y.  White,  [1906]  A.  C.  72, 
per  Lord  Halsboiy,  at  p.  80. 
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[has  no  right  to  interrupt  the  regular  flow  of  the  stream  if  he      Miners, 
thereby  interferes  with  the  lawful  use  of  the  water  by  other  '. — 


proprietors,  and  inflicts  upon  them  a  sensible  injury." 

In  Lord  Norbury  v.  Kitchin  (je?),  Martin,  B.,  in  his  direction  to  LordNorhury 
the  jury,  quoted  this  passage  as  containing  the  law  on  the  subject,  ^* 
and  ruled  that  the  riparian  proprietor  could  only  take  the  water 
for  a  purpose  of  utility,  and  not  to  make  an  ornamental  pond. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  dictum  of  Lord  Kingsdown  stated  the  right  of  a  riparian 
proprietor  too  extensively.  The  Court  did  not  decide  that  the 
right  had  been  correctly  stated,  but  discharged  the  rule  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  had  not  taken  an  unreasonable  quantity 
of  water.  The  stream  sent  down  333,000  gallons  a  day,  and  the 
defendant  abstracted  from  8,000  to  9,000. 

In  Nuttall  V.  Braceirefl (q),  Martin,  B.,  says,  "The  law  has  Nuttaliy. 
been  supposed  to  be  well  settled,  and  in  my  opinion  is  nowhere  ^^^^^*' 
more  clearly  stated  than  by  Lord  Kingsdown  in  Miner  v.  GilmourJ^ 
And  he  cites  the  above  passage,  and  says  that  there  is  no  doubt 
that  it  is  the  law.  And  Channell,  B.,  delivering  the  judgment  of 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  himself  (p.  13),  says,  "I  quite  agree  that  the 
passage  quoted  by  my  brother  Martin  from  Lord  Kingsdown's 
judgment  very  clearly,  as  well  as  accurately,  states  the  law 
applicable  to  running  streams." 

In  Swindon  Watei'teorks  Co,  v.  Wilts  and  Berks  Canal  Navigation  Swindon 
Co.  (r),  the  appellants,  being  riparian  owners  on  the  banks  of  a  ^^^jj^^t, 
stream,  claimed  the  right  to  collect  the  water  of  the  stream  into  a  ^^  ^^^f 
permanent  reservoir  for  the  supply  of  an  adjacent  town ;  it  was 
held  that  this  was  not  a  reasonable  use  of  the  water  within  the 
meaning  of  the  above  rules.     "  Undoubtedly,"  said  Lord  Cairns, 
L.  C,  "the  lower  riparian  owner  is  entitled  to  the  accustomed 
flow  of  the  water  for  the  ordinary  purposes  for  which  he  can  use 
the  water.     That  is  quite  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  upper 
owner  also  to  use  the  water  for  all  ordinary  purposes,  namely,  as 
has  been  said,  ad  lavandum  et  ad  potandum,  whatever  portion  of 
the  water  may  be  thereby  exhausted  and  may  cease  to  come  down 
by  reason  of  that  use.     But,  further,  there  are  uses  no  doubt  to 
which  the  water  may  be  put  by  the  upper  owner,  namely,  uses 


{p)  (1863),  3  F.  &  F.  292;  9  Jur.,  (y)  (186C),  L.  R.  2  Exch.  9. 

N.  S.  132.  {r)  (1875),  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  697, 
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[connected  with  the  tenement  of  that  upper  owner.  Under  certain 
circumstances,  and  provided  no  material  injury  is  done,  the  water 
may  be  used  and  may  be  diverted  for  a  time  by  the  upper  owner 
for  the  purpose  of  irrigation.  That  may  well  be  done ;  the  exhaus- 
tion of  the  water  which  may  thereby  take  place  may  be  so  incon- 
siderable as  not  to  form  a  subject  of  complaint  by  the  lower  owner, 
and  the  water  may  be  restored  after  the  object  of  irrigation  is 
answered  in  a  volume  substantially  equal  to  that  in  which  it 
passed  before.  Again,  it  may  well  be  that  there  may  be  a  use  of 
the  water  by  the  upper  owner  for,  I  will  say,  manufacturing  pur- 
poses, so  reasonable  that  no  just  complaint  can  be  made  upon  the 
subject  by  the  lower  owner.  Whether  such  a  use  in  any  particular 
case  could  be  made  for  manufacturing  purposes  connected  with 
the  upper  tenement  would,  I  apprehend,  depend  upon  whether  the 
use  was  a  reasonable  one.  Whether  it  was  a  reasonable  use  would 
depend,  afc  all  events  in  some  degree,  on  the  magnitude  of  the 
stream  from  which  the  deduction  was  made  for  this  purpose  over 
and  above  the  ordinary  use  of  the  water. 

"  But,  my  lords,  I  think  your  lordships  will  find  that,  in  the 
present  case,  you  have  no  difficulty  in  saying  whether  the  use 
which  has  been  made  of  the  water  by  the  upper  owner  comes 
under  the  range  of  those  authorities  which  deal  with  cases  such 
as  I  have  supposed,  cases  of  irrigation  and  cases  of  manufacture. 
Those  were  cases  where  the  use  made  of  the  stream  by  the  upper 
owner  has  been  for  purposes  connected  with  the  tenement  of 
the  upper  owner.  But  the  use  which  here  has  been  made  by  the 
appellants  of  the  water,  and  the  use  which  they  claim  the  right  to 
make  of  it,  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  their  tenements  at  all,  but  is 
a  use  which  virtually  amounts  to  a  complete  diversion  of  the 
stream — as  great  a  diversion  as  if  they  had  changed  the  entire 
watershed  of  the  country,  and,  in  place  of  allowing  the  stream  to 
flow  towards  the  south,  had  altered  it  near  its  source,  so  as  to 
make  it  flow  towards  the  north.  My  lords,  that  is  not  a  user  of 
the  stream  which  could  be  called  a  reasonable  user  by  the  upper 
owner.  It  is  a  confiscation  of  the  rights  of  the  lower  owner ;  it  is 
an  annihilation,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  of  that  portion  of  the 
stream  which  is  used  for  those  purposes — and  that  is  done,  not 
for  the  sake  of  the  tenement  of  the  upper  owner,  but  that  the 
upper  owner  may  make  gains  by  alienating  the  water  to  other 
parties,  who  have  no  connection  whatever  with  any  part  of  the 
stream. 


RIGHTS  TO  WATER. 


247 


[In  McCarbiey  v.  Londonderry  and  Lough  Swilly  Rail.  Co.^  Ltd.  (,s),  McCartney  v. 
a  railway  line  belonging  to  the  respondents  crossed  a  natural  ^,  jtaii.  do. 
stream,  and  at  the  point  of  crossing  abutted  upon  the  stream  for 
about  eight  feet  on  each  side.  The  respondents  inserted  a  pipe 
into  the  stream  at  the  cros^ing,  and  by  means  of  this  pipe,  which 
was  laid  along  the  strip  of  railway  line,  diverted  water  to  other 
land  belonging  to  them,  about  half  a  mile  from  the  stream,  and 
there  consumed  it  in  working  their  locomotive  engines.  The 
appellant,  who  was  a  lower  riparian  owner  upon  the  stream,  stopped 
the  pipe,  and  thereupon  the  respondents  brought  their  action  for  a 
declaration  of  their  right  to  take  the  water  through  the  pipe,  and 
for  an  injunction.  It  was  held,  however,  that  the  appellant  was 
justified  in  the  course  taken  by  him,  and  the  action  failed. 

Lord  Halsbury,  L.  C,  in  the  course  of  his  speech,  referred  to 
Lord  Cairns'  judgment  in  the  Swindon  Case  as  having  "settled 
and  almost  codified  the  law  upon  the  subject." 

The  following  passage  occurs  in  the  speech  of  Lord  Mac- 
naghten  :  "  There  are,  as  it  seems  to  me,  three  ways  in  which  a 
person  whose  lands  are  intersected  or  bounded  by  a  running  stream 
may  use  the  water  to  which  the  situation  of  his  property  gives  him 
access.  He  may  use  it  for  ordinary  or  primary  purposes,  for 
domestic  purposes,  and  the  wants  of  his  cattle.  He  may  use  it 
also  for  some  other  purposes — ^sometimes  called  extraordinary  or 
secondary  purposes — provided  those  purposes  are  connected  with  or 
incident  to  his  land,  and  provided  that  certain  conditions  are 
complied  with.  Then  he  may  possibly  take  advantage  of  his 
position  to  use  the  water  for  purposes  foreign  to  or  unconnected 
with  his  riparian  tenement.  His  rights  in  the  first  two  cases  are 
not  quite  the  same.     In  the  third  case  he  has  no  right  at  all. 

"  Now  it  seems  to  me  that  the  first  question  your  lordships  have 
to  consider  is.  Under  what  category  does  the  proposed  user  of  the 
railway  company  fall?  Certainly  it  is  not  the  ordinary  or 
primary  use  of  a  flowing  stream,  nor  is  it,  I  think,  one  of 
those    extraordinary    uses    connected    with    or    incidental    to    a 


(«)  [1904]  A.  0.  301,  overruling  Earl  compromised  on  appeal,  51  L.  J.  Ch. 

of  Handwich  v.  Oreat  Northern  Railway  944  ;  W.  N.  1881,   p.  156 ;   Ormerod  v. 

(1878),  L.R.  10  Ch.  D.   707;  cf.  Orr-  Todmorden    Mill   Co.    (1883),    L.   R.    11 

Ewifig    T.    Colquhoun    (1877),    L.   R.    2  Q.  B.  Div.  156  ;  Kenfit  v.  Great  Eastern 

App.  Cas.   839,  856  ;  Hatneshur  Ferahad  Railway  (1884),  L.  R.  27  Ch.  Div.  122 ; 

Narain   Singh  v.   Koonj  Behari  Pattuk  Roberts    v.     Gwyrfai    District     Council, 

(1878),  L.  R.  4  App.  Cas.  121 ;  RoberU  [1899]  1  Ch.  583;  [1899]  2  Ch.  608. 
T.  Richardt  (1882),  50  L.  J.  Ch.  297 ; 
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McCartney  y,  [riparian  tenement  which  £ire  permissible  under  certain  con- 
^.  Mail,  Co.  ditions.  In  the  ordinary  or  primary  use  of  flowing  water 
a  person  dwelling  on  the  banks  of  a  stream  is  under  no  re- 
striction. In  the  exercise  of  his  ordinary  rights  he  may  exhaust 
the  water  altogether.  No  lower  riparian  owner  can  complain  of 
that.  In  the  exercise  of  rights  extraordinary  but  permissible,  the 
limit  of  which  has  never  been  accurately  defined  and  probably  is 
incapable  of  accurate  definition,  a  riparian  owner  is  under  consider- 
able restrictions.  The  use  must  be  reasonable.  The  purposes  for 
which  the  water  is  taken  must  be  connected  with  his  tenement,  and 
he  is  bound  to  restore  the  water  which  he  takes  and  uses  for  those 
purposes  substantially  undiminished  in  volume  and  unaltered  in 
character."] 

It  was  formerly  made  a  question  whether  the  simple  fact  of 
the  water  running  in  a  natural  channel  to  and  through  land,  is 
sufficient  to  confer  upon  the  owner  of  it  this  right  to  prevent  his 
neighbour's  interference,  or  whether  there  must  be  some  more 
direct  and  tangible  perception  of  the  benefit  of  the  water;  and 
if  so,  whether  a  single  act  of  such  perception  is  sufficient,  or 
whether  such  perception  of  btoefit  must  be  continued  and  re- 
peated during  such  a  period  of  time  as  would  be  requisite  in 
general  to  confer  an  easement ;  and  whether  the  act,  or  acts,  of 
perception  give  a  right  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  entire  stream, 
or  to  such  an  extent  only  as  may  be  sufficient  to  continue  the 
enjoyment  already  had.  Whether,  for  instance,  if  a  stream  runs 
through  the  lands  of  two  neighbouring  proprietors,  that,  per  se, 
gives  the  right  to  the  owner  of  the  lower  land  to  have  the  stream 
flow  on  without  interruption,  and,  consequently,  to  maintain  an 
action  against  the  proprietor  above  for  any  diversion  of  the  water 
by  him ;  or  whether  it  is  necessary  that  he  must  previously  have 
used  the  water,  as  by  means  of  a  mill,  or  in  some  similar  manner ; 
whether  such  usage  must  have  subsisted  for  the  time  required 
to  give  an  easement ;  and  whether,  if  such  mill  requires  only  one 
half  the  usual  supply  of  water  of  the  stream,  he  can  maintain  an 
action  for  any  diversion  of  the  stream  so  long  as  sufficient  water 
is  left  to  turn  his  mill. 

Even  the  earlier  authorities  seem  clearly  to  have  settled,  that, 
if  the  stream  be  of  sufficient  antiquity,  a  single  act  of  perception 
of  the  benefit  of  it  is  enough  to  give  a  right  to  the  owner  of  the 
land  to  insist  upon  the  stream  running  on  in  its  accustomed 
course ;  at  all  events  to  such  an  extent  as  may  be  necessary  for 
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the  continuance  of  sach  enjoyment  {t).  And,  although  it  was  not  Whether  not 
then  settled  that  the  right  to  the  flow  of  water  in  a  natural  stream  neceeeary. 
does  not  depend  upon  antiquity  of  enjoyment,  but  is  an  oixiinary 
right  of  property,  yet,  even  in  that  state  of  the  authorities,  it 
is  not  easy  to  see  how,  if  the  mere  antiquity  of  the  stream, 
unaccompanied  by  proof  of  user,  would  not  give  rise  to  a  pre- 
sumption of  right,  a  single  act  of  perception  could  have  been 
supposed  to  give  any  additional  force  to  the  evidence,  so  as  to 
make  it  afford  such  a  presumption.  The  author  observed  in 
the  second  edition  of  this  work  that  this  would  seem  to  show 
that  the  right  to  the  flow  of  water  is  quite  independent  of  any 
such  act  of  perception ;  and  it  has  since  been  so  held.  Thus, 
although  it  is  a  well-known  rule  of  law,  that  an  action  on  the 
case  cannot  be  maintained  for  a  tortious  act  unless  the  plaintiff 
shows  some  actual  damage  resulting  from  such  act  to  himself  (w), 
and  although  there  is  authority  in  the  books  to  the  effect  that  it  is 
incumbent  on  the  party  complaining  of  the  diversion  of  a  stream, 
to  show  that  he  has  sustained  some  damage  thereby  (^),  and  that 
he  has  already  applied  the  stream  to  some  useful  purpose  with 
which  the  diversion  interferes ;  yet  this  cannot  now  be  considered 
as  law  according  to  the  recent  authorities,  in  which  it  is  decided, 
that  every  proprietor  of  land  along  the  stream  has,  without  ever 
having  used  the  water,  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  against  any 
person  who  divei-ts  it,  unless  the  person  so  diverting  it  has 
acquired  a  legal  title  to  do  so,  if  the  diversion  diminishes  the  flow 
of  w^ater  to  an  extent  greater  than  that  necessarily  incident  to  the 
reasonable  use  of  the  water  by  the  proprietor  above  in  the  exercise 
of  his  similar  right.  For  instance,  if  a  person  erects  a  mill,  and 
thereby  interferes  with  the  course  of  the  stream  to  such  an  extent, 
he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  such  diversion  at  the  suit  of  any  pro- 
prietor of  land  lying  lower  down  the  stream,  although  the  latter 
has  never  applied  the  water  to  a  beneficial  purpose,  and  brings  an 
action  only  one  day  before  the  time  requisite  to  give  the  owner  of 
the  mill  a  prescriptive  right  to  a  use  of  the  water  exceeding  the 
natural  right.  And  it  is  enough  for  the  plaintiff,  without  showing 
actual  damage,  to  show  an  injury  to  his  right  to  have  the  flow  of 


(0  Bealeu  v.  Shaw  (1805),  6  East,  208 ;  304 ;  2  Nev.  &  M.  747 ;  39  R.  R.  364. 

S'R,R,ie6;  Williams y,Morlandl\S2i),  ,.   t^.„.                 ^    ,     ,     ,,on.x     « 

2  B.  &  C.  910;  4  DowL  &  R.  683;  26  (^)   WtHuimB   v.    Morland    (1824),    2 

R.  R.  679.  B.  &  C.  910 ;  4  Dowl.  &  R.  583 ;  26 

(«)  Mawn  V.  Hill  (1832),  3  B.  &  Ad.  R.  R.  579. 
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Whether  act   the  water  by  proof  that  the  defendant  has  used  more  of  it  than 

of  percepUon    ,      .  .  .  ;;   *  .        . 

necessarj.     J^^  IS  entitled  to  use  as  a  ripanan  owner  (j/). 

If  the  mill,  or  other  mode  of  occupation  of  the  water,  be 
ancient,  no  doubt  ever  existed  upon  the  authorities  as  to  the 
owner's  right  of  action  for  any  obstruction  (s).  And  even  the 
earlier  decisions  appear  equally  clear  for  the  more  limited  pro- 
position, '^  That  the  application  of  a  stream  to  any  useful  purpose 
gives  a  right  to  have  the  stream  run  on  in  its  accustomed  course, 
as  far,  at  least,  as  is  necessary  for  such  application."  In  Cox 
V.  Mattheica  {a),  it  is  said  by  Lord  Hale :  "  If  a  man  has  a  water- 
course running  through  his  ground,  and  erects  a  mill  upon  it,  he 
may  bring  an  action  for  diverting  the  stream,  and  not  say 
antiquum  molendinum;  and  upon  the  evidence  it  will  appear 
whether  the  defendant  hath  ground  through  which  the  stream 
runs  before  the  plaintiff's,  and  that  he  used  to  turn  the  stream  as 
he  saw  cause ;  for  otherwise  he  cannot  justify  it,  though  the  mill 
be  newly  erected."  In  Prescott  v.  Phillips  (6),  Mr.  Serjeant  Adair 
ruled,  "  that  nothing  short  of  twenty  years'  undisturbed  posses- 
sion of  water  diverted  from  the  natural  channel,  or  raised  by  a 
weir,  could  give  a  party  an  adverse  right  against  those  whose 
lands  lay  lower  down  the  stream,  and  to  whom  it  was  injurious, 
and  that  a  possession  of  above  nineteen  years,  which  was  shown 
in  that  case,  was  not  suf&cient." 
JtealeyY,  In  Beaky  v.  Shaw  (r),  the  mills  and  works  of  the  plaintiff  and 

Shaw,  defendants  were  situated  on  the  banks  of  the  river  Irwell.     The 

persons  under  whom  the  defendants  claimed  had  an  ancient  weir 
across  the  stream,  by  means  of  which  they  had  an  easement  to 


{y)  [See  the  judgments  in  Embrey  v. 
Otcen  (1851),  6  Exch.  368 ;  86  R.  R. 
331  :  and  Sampson  v.  Haddinott  (1857),  1 
C.  B.,  N.  S.  611,  where  the  action  was 
hy  a  revertionir :  also  Wood  v.  Waud 
(1849),  3  Exch.  772;  77  R.  K.  809; 
Mitisr  V.  Oilntour,  ante,  p.  244 ;  and 
Croaslf-y  v.  Lightowler  (1866),  L.  R.  3 
Eq.  296:  Bobertt  v.  Gwyrfai  District 
Council,  [1899]  1  Ch.  683 ;  [1899]  2  Ch. 
608 ;  McCartney  y.  Londonderry  and 
Lough  StDilly  Railway,  [1904]  A.  C.  301 ; 
Sharp  V.  Wilson  (1906),  93  L.  T.  155. 
This  principle,  that  no  actual  damage 
need  oe  shown  to  have  been  caused  in 
order  to  sustain  an  action  for  diversion 
of  water,  applies  equally  to  the  right  to 
a  flow  of  water  aoquired  by  a  grant  or 
user  as  to  the  natural  right ;  see  Northam 
V.  Hurlry  (1863),  1  El.  &  Bl.  666,  and 


Martin,  B.,  in  his  judgment  in  Raw- 
stron  V.  Taylor  (1866),  11  Exch.  369; 
and  cf.  Harrop  v.  Hirst  (1868),  L.  R.  4 
Exch.  43.  '  And  it  also  applies  to  the 
diversion  of  water  from  an  artificial 
watercourse,  when  there  is  a  right  to  the 
flow  of  such  water :  Rochdale  Canal  Co.  y. 
King  (1849),  14  Q.  B.  122  ;  80  R.  R. 
222. 

{z)  Comjms*  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case 
for  a  Naisance,  A. 

(a)  (1686),  1  Ventris,  237.  See  also 
LuttreWs  Case  (1738),  4  Rep.  86. 

(A)  Cited  in  Bealeif  v.  Shaw  (1806),  6 
East,  213  ;  8  R.  R.  466  ;  and  recognized 
by  the  Court  of  King*s  Bench  in  Jfason 
V.  Bill  (1833).  6  B.  &  Adol.  25  ;  2  Nev. 
&  M.  747  ;  39  R.  R.  364. 

(e)  (1806),  6  East,  208  ;  8  R.  R.  466. 
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divert  a  certain  quantity  of  water,  the  first  diversion  having  taken      BedUy  v. 

place  in  1724.     The  plaintiff  erected  a  mill  lower  down  in  1787, * 

to  supply  which  he  used  the  portion  of  water  which  remained 
undisturbed  by  the  weir.  After  he  had  continued  to  do  so  for 
four  years,  the  defendants  enlarged  their  weir,  in  1791,  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  divert  an  additional  quantity  of  water,  to  the 
injury  of  the  plaintiff's  mill,  and  for  this  diversion  the  action  was 
brought.  At  the  trial  of  the  cause  Graham,  B.,  considered  "  that 
the  important  period  for  the  jury  to  attend  to,  as  to  the  question 
of  right,  was  in  1791,  when  it  was  clear  that  an  increased 
qut^ntity  of  water  had  been  drawn  by  the  defendants  from  the 
river  by  means  of  the  then  newly  enlarged  and  deepened  sluice, 
before  which  time  the  plaintiff's  works  had  been  erected,  and  he 
was  in  the  enjoyment  of  so  much  of  the  water  as  had  not  been 
before  appropriated  by  those  under  whom  the  defendants  claim ; 
that  persons  possessing  lands  on  the  banks  of  rivers  had  a  right 
to  the  flow  of  water  in  its  natural  stream,  unless  there  existed 
before  a  right  in  others  to  enjoy  or  divert  any  part  of  it  to  their 
own  use ;  that  every  such  exclusive  right  was  to  be  measured  by 
the  extent  of  its  enjoyment,  and  if  the  defendants  had  in  1791 
taken  more  water  from  the  river  than  had  ever  been  done  by 
themselves  or  those  under  whom  they  claimed,  after  the  plaintiff 
had  appropriated  what  was  before  left  for  himself,  by  means  of 
which  his  works  were  injured,  this  was  a  damage  to  him,  and  the 
continuance  by  the  defendants,  who  succeeded  to  the  premises,  of 
the  sluice  so  deepened  and  enlarged,  was  a  continuance  of  the 
injury,  for  which  the  action  lay."  A  verdict  having  been  found 
for  the  plaintiff  on  this  ruling,  a  new  trial  was  moved  for,  on  the 
ground  that  "  the  evidence  of  exclusive  enjoyment  by  the  defen- 
dants, and  those  from  whom  they  claimed,  to  as  much  of  the 
water  as  they  had  occasion  for,  increased  from  time  to  time,  as 
more  was  wanted,  from  1724  downwards,  was  evidence  to  be  left  to 
the  jury,  of  their  exclusive  right  to  the  whole  of  the  river  water; 
and  that  any  other  person  erecting  a  mill  afterwards  on  the  same 
stream,  must  take  it  subject  to  the  defendants'  prior  right  to  use 
the  whole,  and  could  not  acquire  an  adverse  title  against  it  under 
twenty  years'  quiet  enjoyment."  The  before-mentioned  cases  of 
Cox  V.  MaWietcs  and  Prescott  v.  Phillips  were  referred  to  in  argu- 
ment. Lord  Ellenborough,  in  delivering  his  judgment,  said :  "  I 
see  no  ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict.  If  the  whole  evidence 
were  left  to  the  jury,  as  stated  by  the  learned  judge,  there  can  be 
no  question  upon  it,  and  if  the  verdict  had  been  for  the  defen- 
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Beaieyx.      dants,  it  could  not  have  been  sustained.     The  general  law  as 
— ; — ! —    applied  to  this  subject  is,  that,  independent  of  any  partial  enjoy^ 
ment  used  to  be  had  hy  another^  every  man  had  the  right  to  hare  the 
adcantage  of  a  flow  of  water  in  his  own  land,  without  diminution  or 
alteration.     But  an  adverse  right  may  exist,  founded  on  the  occu- 
pation of  another ;  and  though  the  stream  be  either  diminished 
in  quantity,  or  even  corrupted  in  quality,  as  by  means  of  the 
exercise  of  various  trades,  yet,  if  the  occupation  of  the  party  so 
taking  have  existed  for  so  long  a  time  that  will  raise  the  presump- 
tion of  a  grant,  the  other  party  whose  land  is  below  must  take  the 
stream  subject  to  such  adverse  right.     Here  it  appears,  from  1724 
downwards,  there  has  been  a  partial  enjoyment  of  the  water  of  the 
river  by  those  occupying  the  defendants'  premises,  by  means  of  a 
weir  of  a  given  height,  and  a  sluice  of  given  dimensions.    In  this 
state  of  things  the  plaintiff,  in  1787,  comes  to  a  spot  lower  down 
the  stream,  and  erects  a  weir,  mill,  and  other  works  on  his  own 
land,  and  enjoys  the  rest  of  the  water  which  the  defendants  had 
not  been  accustomed  to  divert;   and  this  he  does  for  four  years, 
without  objection  from  any  person.     Suppose  the   question   had 
arisen  then,  on  that  enjoyment  by  the  plaintifE,  of  what  I  may  say 
was  less  than  his  natural  right,  of  a  right  abridged  by  the  defen- 
dants' prior  occupation  of  a  part  of  the  river  for  their  own  pur- 
poses, what  objection  could  have  been  made  to  it  P    How  could  it 
have  been  shown  that  the  occupiers  of  the  defendants'  premises 
were  then  ui  possession  of  all  the  water,  when  it  is  apparent  that 
their  use  of  it  was  not  increased  so  as  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of 
the  benefit  of  it  till  1791,  when  they  enlarged  their  works;  and 
for  the  very  purpose  of  appropriating  to  themselves  more  of  the 
water,  they   enlarged  their  sluice."      Grrose,   J.,   added:    "The 
verdict  is  neither  against  law  nor  fact.     The  plaintiff  had  a  right 
to  all  the  water  flowing  over  his  own  estate,  subject  only  to  the 
easement  which  the  defendants  might  have  in  it,  in  respect  to  the 
premises  which  they  occupied  higher  up  the  river.      To  what 
extent  did  that  go?     It  appears,  prior  to  the  year  1791,  the 
occupiers  of    the   defendants'   premises  exercised    the    right    of 
having  a  weir  in  the  river  of  a  certain  height,  and  diverting  the 
water  from  the  natural  channel  by  means  of  a  sluice  of  certain 
dimensions.     The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  had  a  right  to  all 
the  water  coming  over  that  weir  which  had  not  been  carried  off 
by  such  sluice.     Then,  in   1791,  the  persons  under  whom  the 
defendants  claim  converted  the  sluice,  which  was  before  a  narrow 
channel,  into  what  some  of  the  witnesses  call  a  canal,  made  both 
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wider  and  deeper  than  before,  and  thereby  prevented  the  plaintiff      ^^fey  v. 

from  taking:  the  water  in  the  same  manner  that  he  had  done  for '— 

four  years  before,  and  as  he  was  entitled  to  take  it.  By  so  doing 
they  encroached  on  his  right,  and  deprived  him  of  a  benefit 
which  was  attached  to  his  estate.  It  was  an  extension  of  a  right 
before  exercised  by  them,  and  a  material  injury  to  the  plaintiff." 
Lawrence,  J.,  commenced  his  judgment  by  saying,  "  I  think  the 
law  was  very  correctly  stated  by  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial." 
Le  Blanc,  J.,  after  recognizing  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge 
who  presided  at  the  trial,  continued :  "  The  true  rule  is,  that 
after  the  erection  of  works  and  the  appropriation  by  the  owney  of 
land  of  a  certain  quantity  of  the  water  flowing  over  it,  if  the 
proprietor  of  other  land  afterwards  takes  what  remains,  the 
first-mentiOned  owner — however  he  might,  before  such  second 
appropriation,  have  taken  to  himself  so  much  more — cannot  do 
so  afterwards." 

In  the  case  of  Sawiders  v.  Newman  (ef),  it  appeared  in  evidence  Saunders  y. 
that  the  plaintiff's  mill  was  built  upon  the  site  of  an  ancient  mill  '"^  ' 
which  had  existed  on  that  spot  for  the  space  of  at  least  forty  years 
before.  In  1801  this  old  mill  was  burnt  down,  and  the  plaintiff 
then  built  the  present  mill,  with  a  wheel  of  the  same  dimensions 
and  on  the  same  level  with  the  former  one.  Since  that  period, 
however,  he  had  erected  a  new  wheel  of  different  dimensions, 
requiring  less  water.  The  level  of  the  water,  however,  continued 
the  same.  It  was  for  an  injury  to  this  last  wheel  that  an  action 
was  brought.  The  declaration  stated  the  plaintiff's  possession  of 
a  water-mill,  and  that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  another 
mill  and  mill-pond ;  and  that  the  water  of  a  certain  stream  from 
time  immemorial  had  flowed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  flow,  in 
its  usual  channel  under  the  mill  of  the  plaintiff,  and  from  thence 
into  the  mill  and  mill-pond  of  the  defendant,  and  from  the  mill 
and  mill-pond  of  the  defendant  in  its  usual  channel,  without 
being  penned  or  forced  back,  so  as  to  occasion  any  injury  to  the 
plaintiff's  mill :  yet  the  defendant  wrongfully  kept  and  continued 
a  hatch-dam  or  mill-head  belonging  to  his  mill-pond  raised  to  a 
much  greater  height  than  the  same  had  theretofore  been,  while 
large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  stream,  which  ought  to  have 
flowed  and  escaped  out  of  the  defendant's  mill-pond  in  its  usual 
channel,  below  the  same  mill  and  away  from  the  plaintiff's  mill, 


{d)  (1817),  1  B.  &  A.  268 ;  19  R.  R.  312. 
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SanndertY.     were  greatly  prevented  from  so   flowing  and  escaping,  and  by 

reason   of  such   obstruction  quantities  of  the  water  and  stream 

wore  penned  and  forced  back  against  the  wheel  of  the  plaintiff's 
mill,  whereby  he  was  prevented  from  working  it.  Upon  these 
facts,  Burrough,  J.,  was  of  opinion,  "  That,  as  this  was  an  action 
founded  on  the  plaintiff's  possession,  and  for  an  injury  to  that 
possession,  and  as  he  had  not  enjoyed  his  mill  in  the  state  in 
which  it  was  when  the  injury  was  sustained  for  the  space  of 
twenty  years,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover ;  that  if  the  mill  had 
remained  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  when  rebuilt  in  1801,  he 
would  have  been  enabled  to  maintain  his  action  for  an  injury; 
but  he  thought  fit  to  alter  it,  and  to  make  a  new  wheel  so 
materially  different  from  the  former,  that  the  evidence  of  his  right 
was  gone ;  and  this  beiilg  his  own  voluntary  act,  the  learned  judge 
thought  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  on  the  ground 
of  possession,  for  he  could  only  support  it  by  a  medium  of  proof, 
not  that  this  was  the  same  wheel,  but  that  if  the  old  wheel 
had  remained  the  acts  of  the  defendant  would  have  injured  him 
in  that  state."  The  plaintiff  having  been  non-suited,  it  was  con- 
tended, on  showing  cause  against  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  that  the 
plaintiff  must  show  a  prescriptive  right  to  the  mill,  and  1  Eolle, 
Abr.  107,  pi.  16,  was  cited,  where  it  was  said,  "  If  I  have  a  mill 
by  prescription,  and  another  erect  a  new  mill,  and  force  back  the 
water  on  my  mill  so  as  to  do  me  an  injury,  I  may  have  my  action 
on  the  case."  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  in  giving  judgment, 
"  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  declared  that  he  was  possessed  of  a 
mill,  and  that  the  water  had  been  used  to  flow  in  a  particular 
manner.  Now,  if  by  any  alteration  lower  down  the  stream  the 
water  be  prevented  from  escaping  as  it  has  usually  done,  and  that 
be  to  the  prejudice  of  the  owner  of  the  mill,  it  seems  to  me  to 
form  the  ground  of  an  action  against  the  paiiy  so  obstructing  the 
water.  If,  indeed,  the  plaintiff  had  stated  in  the  declaration  his 
right  to  be  in  respect  of  a  mill  of  a  given  construction,  the  result 
might  have  been  different ;  but  in  the  present  case  there  must  be 
a  new  trial."  Bayley,  J.,  added,  "  I  do  not  see  how  the  alteration 
of  the  wheel  can  make  any  difference  in  this  case,  at  least  so  far 
as  to  withdraw  it  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  ;  it  seems  to 
me  that  all  the  allegations  in  the  declaration  were  proved.  The 
plaintiff  proved  that  he  was  possessed  of  a  mill,  and  that  the 
water  flowed  from  time  immemorial  in  a  particular  channel,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  obstructed  it.     The  objection,  therefore, 
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if  any,  must  be  upon  the  record.     If  a  person  stops  the  current    Saunden  v. 

of  a  stream  which  has  immemorially  flowed  in  a  given  direction, 

and  thereby  prejudices  another,  he  subjects  himself  to  an  action." 
Abbott,  J.,  said,  "  When  a  mill  has  been  erected  upon  a  stream 
for  a  long  period  of  time,  it  gives  to  the  owner  a  right  that 
the  water  shall  continue  to  flow  to  and  from  the  mill  in  the 
manner  in  which  it  has  been  accustomed  to  flow  during  all  that 
time.  The  owner  is  not  bound  to  use  the  water  in  the  same 
precise  manner,  or  to  apply  it  to  the  same  mill ;  if  he  were,  that 
would  stop  all  improvement  in  machinery.  If,  indeed,  the  altera- 
tions made  from  time  to  time  prejudiced  the  right  of  the  lower 
mill,  the  case  would  be  different;  but  here  the  alteration  is  by 
no  means  injurious.  The  old  wheel  drew  more  water  than  the 
new  one."  Holroyd,  J.,  after  citing  the  judgment  of  Le  Blanc,  J., 
in  Bealey  v.  ShatCy  continued :  "  The  defendant,  therefore,  had  no 
right  to  use  the  water  in  this  case  after  the  erection  of  the 
plaintiff's  mill  in  a  different  manner  than  it  had  been  accustomed 
to  be  used  before;  for,  at  all  events,  by  that  act  the  plaintiff 
appropriated  to  himself  the  water  flowing  in  that  particular  way. 
Now  the  water  used  to  flow  without  the  obstruction  complained 
of.  The  defendant,  therefore,  can  have  no  right  to  turn  the 
water  back  upon  the  plaintiff's  mill.  The  change  of  the  wheel 
can  make  no  difference,  because,  at  the  time  it  was  done,  it  was 
certainly  lawful  for  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  alteration.  Then,  if 
that  be  so,  the  defendant  by  his  subsequent  act  cannot  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  an  advantage  which  he  has  already  lawfully 
acquired." 

The  case  of  Williams  v.  Morland  (e)  has  been  supposed  to  be  Williamt  v. 
somewhat  at  variance  with  the  doctrine  laid  dovni  in  the  cases  -  ^^^  • 
already  cited :  but  when  viewed  with  the  light  thrown  upon  it  by 
more  recent  decisions  (/),  it  appears  to  present  nothing  incon- 
sistent with  the  principle  already  laid  down ;  though  it  may  be 
conceded,  that  some  of  the  expressions  made  use  of  by  the  learned 
judges  in  that  case  are  rather  ambiguous.  The  declaration  in 
that  case  stated,  "That  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  a  dwelling- 
house  and  land,  &c.,  enjoyed  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the 
water  of  a  stream,  called  the  Lee  river,  which  ought  to  flow  past 


{e)  (1824),  2  B.  &  Cr.  910  ;  4  Dowl.  &  (/)  See  Mason  v.  Sill  (1833),  5  B.  & 

R.  583  ;  26  R.  R.  679.  Ad.  1 ;  2  Ney.  &  M.  747 ;  39  R.  R.  354. 
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William*  v.    the  premises  of  the  plaintifiF,  for  supplying  them  with  water ;  that 

1 —  the  defendant   erected  a  flood-gate,  and  thereby  prevented  the 

water  from  running  and  flowing  in  its  regular  course,  and  caused 
the  water  of  the  stream  to  run  in  a  different  direction,  and  with 
increased  violence  and  impetuof^ity  against  the  banks  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  undermined,  washed  away,  damaged  and  destroyed 
them."  Theie  was  a  second  more  general  count,  which  also 
charged  the  injury  to  be  to  the  banks  of  the  plaintiff.  At  the 
trial,  before  Graham,  B.,  the  jury  found  that  no  damage  had  been 
done  to  the  plaintiff's  banks,  but  that  their  bad  condition  was 
caused  by  the  plaintiff's  neglect  to  repair  them;  but  the  jury 
added,  that  they  thought  the  defendant  should  not  stop  the  water 
in  summer  time.  It  was  then  insisted,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled,  upon  this  finding,  to  a  verdict,  because  the  defendant 
had  stopped  the  water  from  coming  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  in 
the  summer  time.  But  the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion,  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  did  not  complain 
that  he  was  deprived  of  a  supply  of  water,  but  that  the  natural 
course  of  the  stream  was  altered,  and  that  the  water  was  caused 
to  flow  with  greater  impetuosity  against  his  lands,  whereby  the 
banks  were  injured,  and  as  the  jury  had  found  that  the  banks 
were  not  injured  by  such  flowing  of  the  water,  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict.  Liberty,  however,  was  given  to  the  plaintiff 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him ;  but  the  rule  nisi  was  discharged 
without  hearing  the  defendant's  counsel. 

The  true  ground  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
in  this  case  appears  to  be  that  taken  by  the  learned  judge  at  nisi 
prius,  viz.,  that  the  action  was  brought  without  reference  to  any 
easement  at  all,  for  an  alleged  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant  in 
throwing  back  water  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  injuring  his 
banks;  a  ground  of  action  that  totally  failed  in  proof  (</).  The 
observations  of  the  learned  judges,  as  to  the  general  law  of 
flowing  water,  were  totally  uncalled  for  by  the  question  then 
before  the  court.  "Flowing  water,"  said  Bayley,  J.,  "is 
originally  publici  juris;  so  soon  as  it  is  appropriated  by  an 
incUvidual,  his  right  is  co-extensive  with  the  beneflcial  use  to 
which  he  appropriated  it ;  subject  to  that  right  all  the  rest  of  the 
water  remains  publici  juris." 


{a)  See  per  Curiam  in  Mason  y.  Sill  (1883),  6  B.  &  Ad.  20 ;  2  Ney.  &  M.  747 ; 
IB.  ~ 


3911.  B.  354. 
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In  Liggim  v.  Inge  (A),  already  cited,  the  precise  question  now  iHfgj^^  ▼• 
treated  of  did  not  arise :  the  original  right  of  the  plaintifiE  to  the 
flowing  water  was  not  denied,  and  the  case  turned  entirely  on 
the  efEect  of  a  parol  licence.  In  the  judgments  in  WilHams  v. 
Morlandy  as  well  as  in  Liggins  v.  Ingpy  there  are  dicta  to  the 
effect,  "that,  by  the  law  of  England,  the  possessor  who  first 
appropriates  any  part  of  water  flowing  through  his  land  to  his 
own  use,  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  so  much  as  he  then  appro- 
priates against  any  other : "  but  more  recent  decisions,  in  which 
all  the  authorities  have  been  elaborately  reviewed  and  considered, 
have  established  that  this  position  is  correct  only  if  taken  with 
the  qualification,  "  that,  by  such  appropriation,  no  greater  right 
is  claimed  than  to  a  flow  of  water  in  its  usual  and  accustomed 
course : "  it  being  clearly  settled  that  no  appropriation,  except 
for  such  a  period  as  will  confer  an  easement,  can  diminish  the 
natural  rights  of  other  parties  possessing  lands  along  the  course 
of  the  stream." 

"  The  right  to  the  use  of  water,"  said  Sir  J.  Leach,  in  Wright  v.  fright  t. 
Soward{t),  "rests  upon  clear  and  settled  principles ;  prim&  facie, 
the  proprietor  of  each  bank  of  a  stream  is  the  proprietor  of  half  the 
land  covered  by  the  stream,  but  there  is  no  property  in  the  water. 
Every  proprietor  has  an  equal  right  to  use  the  water  which  flows  in 
the  stream,  and  consequently  no  proprietor  can  have  the  right  to 
use  the  water  to  the  prejudice  of  any  other  proprietor.  Without 
the  consent  of  the  other  proprietors  who  may  be  affected  by  his 
operations,  no  proprietor  can  either  diminish  the  quantity  of  water 
which  would  otherwise  descend  to  the  proprietors  below,  or  throw 
the  water  back  upon  the  proprietors  above.  Every  proprietor  who 
claims  a  right  either  to  throw  the  water  back  above,  or  to  diminish 
the  quantity  of  water  which  is  to  descend  below,  must,  in  order  to 
maintain  his  daim,  either  prove  an  actual  grant  or  licence  from  the 
proprietors  affected  by  his  operations,  or  must  prove  an  uninter- 
rupted enjoyment  of  twenty  years."  The  learned  judge  then 
added,  "  that  an  action  will  lie  at  any  time  within  twenty  years 
where  injury  happens  to  arise  in  consequence  of  the  new  purpose 
of  the  party  to  avail  himself  of  his  common  right "  (A). 


(A)  (1831),  IBing,  682;  6  Moo.  &  P.  874;  34  R.  R.  680;   S.  C.  in  error,  8 

712;  33R.  R.  615.  Bing.   204;    1   Moo.   &  Scott,  401;   2 

(•)  (1823).  1  Sim.  &  Stuart,  190  ;  24  ^^^-  ^^^  \  I?^^^  *PP^*"  JS^  J?''® 

"R    R   1  fiQ  oeen  oompromiflod ;  Menztea  v.  The  Mar- 

""  '  guts  of  Breadalbane  (1828),  3  Bligh,  N.  S. 

(k)  Rex  T.  Traffvrd  (1831),  1  B.  &  Ad.  414  ;  32  R.  R.  103, 
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Mason  t.  MHi,  The  oase  of  Mason  v.  Sill  (/)•,  which  may  be  oonsidered  as  having 
settled  the  law  on  this  point  (w),  came  twice  before  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  and  on  both  occasions  elaborate  judgments  were 
pronounced,  both  fully  sanctioning  the  principle,  "that  if  the 
owner  of  land  adjoining  a  stream  has  once  appropriated  the  water 
to  a  beneficial  purpose,  he  may  maintain  an  action  against  any 
person  diverting  it  from  its  usual  course,  though  such  diversion  be 
the  continuation  of  an  act  done  previous  to  that  beneficial  appro- 
priation on  his  part,  provided  such  diversion  has  not  continued  for 
a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  confer  an  easement." 

The  declaration  stated,  "that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  possessed 
of  a  small  manufactory  and  premises,  and  by  reason  thereof  ought 
to  have  had  and  enjoyed  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  water  of 
a  certain  stream,  which  had  been  used  to  rim  and  flow,  and  of  right 
ought  still  to  run  and  flow,  to  his  mill,  &c.,  in  great  purity  and 
plenty,  to  supply  the  same  with  water  for  working,  ufling,  and 
enjoying  the  same,  and  for  other  necessary  purposes;  that  the 
defendants,  by  a  certain  dam  and  obstructions  across  the  stream 
above  the  plaintiff's  premises,  impounded,  penned  back,  and  stopped 
the  water,  and  by  pipes,  stiles,  &c.,  diverted  it  from  the  plaintiff's 
premises,  and  prevented  it  from  flowing  along  the  usual  and  proper 
course ;  and  further,  that  the  defendants  injuriously  heated,  cor- 
rupted, and  spoiled  the  water,  so  that  it  became  of  no  use  to  the 
plaintiff,  whereby  he  wa*  prevented  from  using  his  mill  and  pre- 
mises in  so  extensive  and  beneflcial  a  manner  as  he  otherwise  would 
have  done."  At  the  trial  before  Bosanquet,  J.,  the  following 
appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case.  The  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants  had  land  contiguous  to  the  stream ;  the  land  of  the 
defendants  being  situate  on  a  part  of  the  stream  above  the  land  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  stream  acted  as  a  sewer  to  part  of  the  town  of 
Newcastle-under-Lyme,  and  the  water  was  consequently  foul  and 
muddy :  it  had  been  unprofitable  to  both  parties  until  it  was 
diverted  by  the  defendants ;  this  diversion  took  place  in  1818,  by 
the  defendants  erecting  a  weir  or  dam  across  the  stream  at  the  part 
contiguous  to  their  own  land.  By  means  of  this  weir,  and  of 
channels  and  reservoirs  made  in  their  land,  great  part  of  the  water 
was  conveyed  to  certain  buildings  belonging  to  them  at  some  dis- 
tance from  the  weir,  and  there  used  as  part  of  the  supply  of  water 
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necessary  for  a  steam  engine.  About  ten  years  after  this  diversion,  ^«o>t  v.  Bill. 
the  plaintiff  made  a  channel  in  his  land  contiguous  to  the  stream, 
for  conveying  the  water  to  some  buildings  belonging  to  him  at  a 
little  distance  from  the  stream,  for  the  purpose  of  some  process  of 
manufacture  not  previously  carried  on  there.  Some  attempts  at 
accommodation  between  the  parties  took  place,  but  were  ineffectual 
or  unsatisfactory,  and  therefore  the  action  was  brought ;  the  plain- 
tiff's works  were  occasionally  suspended  for  want  of  the  water 
diverted  by  the  defendants,  and  which,  after  it  had  been  used  by 
them,  was  suffered  to  pass  away  into  a  level  below  the  plaintiff's 
works. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  as  they 
had  first  appropriated  the  use  of  the  water  in  the  sewer  to 
beneficial  purposes  without  injuring  the  plaintiff,  they  had 
acquired  a  right  thereto,  and  were  not  answerable  for  the 
diversion ;  and  Williama  v.  Morland  was  cited.  The  learned  judge, 
acting  upon  that  authority,  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants. 

In  the  ensuing  term  a  rule  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendants,  who  had  diverted  the  water,  could 
acquire  no  right  to  have  it  flow  in  its  new  channel  by  mere 
appropriation  without  twenty  years'  unmolested  enjoyment.  Cause 
having  been  shown  against  the  rule,  the  Coui*t  took  time  to  consider 
their  judgment,  which  was  afterwards  declared  by  Lord  Tenterden. 
After  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  his  Ijordship  proceeded,  "  In 
this  state  of  things  the  present  action  was  brought ;  and  for  the 
defendants  it  was  insisted  that  they,  having  first  appropriated  the 
water  beneficially  to  their  use  at  a  time  when  the  appropriation 
was  not  injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  had  a  right  to  the  water  and  to 
the  use  of  it,  notwithstanding  the  diversion  had,  by  subsequent 
acts  of  the  plaintiff,  become  injurious  to  him.  The  plaintiff,  on 
the  other  hand,  insisted  that  the  defendants  did  not,  nor  could  by 
law,  acquire  a  right  to  the  water  by  a  diversion  and  enjoyment 
for  a  period  short  of  twenty  years.  The  several  decisions  and 
dicta  of  learned  judges  on  this  subject  were  quoted  at  the  bar, 
and  need  not  be  repeated.  It  appears  to  have  been  held  that  a 
person  could  not  complain  of  a  diversion  or  obstruction  of  water 
from  which,  at  the  time  of  his  complaint,  he  suffered  nothing; 
which  seems  to  have  been  on  the  ground,  that  in  such  a  case  it  was 
injuria  sine  damno.  It  is  not  now  necessary  to  say  whether  such 
a  principle  should  be  admitted.    The  only  decision  upon  a  question 

17  (2) 
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Maton  Y,  Sill,  like  that  in  the  present  case,  is  the  judgment  of  the  present  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  then  Vioe-Chancellor,  in  the  case  of  Wright  v. 
Hoicard  {n) .  This  judgment  is  expressed  in  language  so  perspicuous 
and  comprehensive  that  I  shall  here  quote  it." 

His  Lordship  then  cited  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  as  above  given  (o),  and  concluded  by  saying,  "We  all  agree 
in  the  judgment  thus  delivered;  and  upon  the  authority  of  that 
decision  and  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  judge,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  defendants  did  not  acquire  a  right  by  their  appropriation 
against  the  use  which  the  plaintiff  afterwards  sought  to  make  of 
the  water ;  and  consequently  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be  made 
absolute.'* 

On  the  second  trial  the  jury  found  a  special  verdict,  the  sub- 
stance of  which  is  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was 
delivered  by  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  after  time  had  been  taken  by 
the  Court  to  consider.  After  stating  the  pleadings,  his  Lordship 
proceeded  as  follows : — 

"  The  substance  of  the  special  verdict  is  this :  The  defendants' 
mill  was  erected  in  1818 ;  the  plaintiff's  in  1823,  on  a  piece  of 
land,  the  former  owner  and  occupier  of  which  had,  for  twenty 
years  prior  to  1818,  appropriated  the  water  of  the  stream  and 
springs  for  watering  his  cattle  and  irrigating  that  land. 

"  At  the  time  when  the  defendants'  mill  was  erected,  the  then 
owner  and  occupier  of  the  plaintiff's  land  gave  a  parol  licence  to 
the  defendants  to  make  a  dam  at  a  particular  place  above,  where 
the  Sitchwell  Tree  stood,  and  to  take  what  water  they  pleased  from 
that  point  to  their  mill,  which  water  was  so  taken  and  returned  by 
pipes  into  the  stream  above  the  spot  where  the  plaintiff's  mill  was 
afterwards  erected. 

"In  1818  the  defendants  conducted  part  of  the  water  of  the 
Over  Canal  Springs,  which  had  before  flowed  into  the  stream,  into 
a  reservoir  for  the  use  of  their  mill. 

"  After  the  plaintiff  erected  his  mill,  namely,  in  1828,  he  appro- 
priated to  its  use  all  the  surplus  water,  viz.,  that  which  flowed  over 
and  through  the  dam ;  that  from  the  Over  Canal  Springs^  which 
was  not  conducted  into  the  reservoir;  and  all  from  the  Sitchwell 
Spring  (which  was  another  feeder  of  the  brook) ;  and  also  that 
which  was  returned  by  the  defendants  into  the  stream. 


(m)  (1823),  1  Sim.  k  Sta.  190 ;  24  B.  B.  169.  (o)  Ante,  p.  257. 
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"In  January,  1829,  the  plaintiff  demolished  the  dam  at  the  Moion y. hhl 
Sitchwell  Spring,  The  defendants  erected  a  new  dam  lower  down, 
and  hy  means  of  it  diverted  from  the  plaintiff's  mill,  at  some 
times,  all  the  stream,  including  all  the  water  so  appropriated ;  at 
others  a  part  of  it,  and  returned  the  remainder  in  a  heated  state 
into  the  stream. 

"  And  the  questions  upon  this  special  verdict  are, — 

"  Whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the  diversion 
of  the  whole  water  of  the  stream,  or  of  any  and  what  part  of  it,  or 
for  the  heating  of  the  part  returned  ? 

**  That  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  a  verdict  for  the  injury  sus- 
tained by  the  abstraction  of  the  whole  of  the  surplus  water,  and  by 
the  abstraction  of  part  and  the  heating  of  the  remainder  of  that 
surplus  water,  does  not  admit  of  the  least  doubt.  In  any  view  of 
the  law  on  this  subject, — whether  the  right  to  the  use  of  flowing 
water  be  in  the  first  occupant,  as  the  defendants  allege,  or  in  the 
possessor  of  the  land  through  which  it  flows  in  its  natural  course, 
as  is  contended  on  the  other  side, — ^the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
this  surplus,  for  he  flUed  both  characters ;  he  was  the  first  occu- 
pant of  it,  and  the  owner  and  occupier  of  the  land  thi'ough  which 
it  flowed.  In  this  respect  the  case  is  exactly  like  that  of  Bealetj 
V.  Shaic  (p). 

*^  The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  argued,  that  inasmuch 
as  the  plaintiff  pulled  down  the  dam  at  the  Sitchirell  Tree,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  the  new  dam  was  erected,  he  must  be  considered 
as  the  author  of  the  mischief,  and  has  no  right  to  complain  of  it. 
It  is,  however,  quite  impossible  to  sustain  such  a  position.  If  the 
plaintiff  committed  a  wrongful  act  in  demolishing  the  dam,  the 
defendants  might  have  restored  it,  or  brought  an  action ;  they  had 
no  right  to  construct  another  at  a  different  place,  and  by  means  of 
it  abstract  more  water  than  the  other  did. 

"  The  remaining  questions  are,  whether  the  plaintiff  can  recover, 
in  respect  of  the  abstracting,  or  the  injury  by  heating,  of  that 
portion  of  water  which  was  before  diverted  by  the  licence  of  the 
then  owner  and  occupier  of  the  plaintiff's  field,  and,  secondly,  in 
respect  of  that  portion  of  the  Over  Canal  Spnngs,  which  was 
conveyed  in  1818  to  the  defendants'  reservoir; — ^both  of  which 
portions  have  been  at  one  time  entirely,  and  at  another  partially 
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Mown  V.  mil,  abstracted,  and  in  the  latter  case  returned  in  a  heated  state  into 
the  brook  ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  in  respect  of  both. 

**  As  to  the  first  of  these  portions,  the  defendants  contend  that 
the  plaintiff  has  no  right  of  action,  because  the  former  owner  and 
occupier  of  his  land  gave  an  irrevocable  licence  by  parol  to  the 
defendants  to  divert  so  much  water  by  the  Sitchtcell  Tree  Dam ; 
and  to  prove  that  a  parol  licence  to  divert  water,  which  had  been 
acted  upon  by  the  person  to  whom  it  was  given,  and  expense  in- 
curred in  consequence,  is  irrevocable,  the  case  of  Liggim  v.  Inge  {q) 
was  cited.  But,  admitting  that  the  licence  to  abstract  the  water  at 
that  particular  point,  and  by  means  of  that  dam,  was  irrevocable, 
and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  wrongdoer  in  pulling  the 
dam  down,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  to 
recover  for  an  equal  portion  of  water  abstracted  at  a  different 
place.  In  the  first  place,  the  licence  is  not  general  to  take  away 
at  any  pointy  but  at  this  only ;  and  in  the  second  place,  if  the 
licence  had  been  general,  to  take  away  at  any  place^  it  would  have 
been  clearly  revocable,  except  as  to  such  places  where  it  had  been 
acted  upon,  and  expense  incurred  (for  it  is  on  that  ground  only 
that  such  a  licence  can  be  irrevocable)  ;  and  as  it  was  revoked 
before  the  last  dam  was  erected,  the  defendants  could  not  justify 
the  abstraction  of  any  portion  of  the  water  by  virtue  of  the  licence 
at  such  dam. 

"  The  last  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  ought  to  recover  in 
respect  of  that  portion  of  the  water  which  was  diverted  from  the 
Over  Canal  Springs,  and  collected  in  a  tank  in  1818.  This  was 
taken  without  licence,  and  appropriated  by  the  defendants  to  the 
use  of  their  mills  before  any  other  appropriation,  but  has  not  been 
so  appropriated  for  twenty  years  ;  and  the  point  to  be  decided  is, 
whether  the  defendants,  by  so  doing,  acquired  any  right  to  this 
against  the  plaintiff,  through  whose  field  it  would  otherwise  have 
flowed  in  its  natural  course ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  they 
did  not. 

"  This  point  might,  perhaps,  be  disposed  of  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff,  even  admitting  the  law  to  be  as  contended  for  by  the 
defendants,  that  the  first  occupant  acquires  a  right  to  flowing 
water ;  for,  by  this  special  verdict,  all  the  water  of  the  brook  is 
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found  to  have  been  appropriated  by  Ashley  the  father,  and  used  Jfa<w  v.  mn, 

for  twenty  years  up  to  the  year  1818,  for  watering  his  cattle  and 

irrigating  the  field  now  the  plaintifE's.     A  right  to  use  the  water, 

thus  acquired  by  occupancy,   in  right  of  the   field,  must  have 

passed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  could  not  be  lost  by  mere  non-user 

from  1819  to  1829;  and  the  total  or  partial  abstraction  of  the 

water  may  be  an  injury  to  such  a  right  in  point  of  law,  though  no 

actual  damage  is  found  by  the  jury  to  have  been  sustained  in  that 

respect.     But  we  do  not  wish  to  rest  a  judgment  for  the  plaintifE 

on  this  narrow  ground.     We  think  it  much  better  to  discuss,  and, 

as  far  as  we  are  able,  to  settle  the  principle  on  which  rights  of  this 

nature  depend. 

"  The  proposition  for  which  the  plaintifE  contends  is,  that  the 
possessor  of  land,  through  which  a  natural  stream  runs,  has  a 
right  to  the  advantages  of  that  stream  flowing  in  its  natural 
course,  and  to  use  it  when  he  pleases,  for  any  purposes  of  his 
own,  not  inconsistent  with  a  similar  right  in  the  proprietors  of 
the  land  above  and  below — that  neither  can  any  proprietor  above 
diminish  the  quantity,  or  injure  the  quality  of  water,  which 
would  otherwise  descend,  nor  can  any  proprietor  below  throw 
back  the  water  without  his  licence  or  grant : — and  that,  whether 
the  loss,  by  diversion,  of  the  general  benefit  of  such  a  stream  be 
or  be  not  such  an  injury  in  point  of  law,  as  to  sustain  an  action 
without  some  special  damage,  yet,  as  soon  as  the  proprietor  of 
the  land  has  applied  it  to  some  purpose  of  utility,  or  is  prevented 
from  so  doing  by  the  diversion,  he  has  a  right  of  action  against 
the  person  diverting. 

"  The  proposition  of  the  defendants  is,  that  the  right  to  flowing 
water  is  publici  juris,  and  that  the  first  person  who  can  get  pos- 
session of  tlie  stream,  and  apply  it  to  a  useful  purpose,  has  a 
good  title  to  it  against  all  the  world,  including  the  proprietor  of 
the  land  below,  who  has  no  right  of  action  against  him,  unless 
such  proprietor  has  already  applied  the  stream  to  some  useful 
purpose  also,  with  which  the  diversion  interferes ;  and,  in  default 
of  his  having  done  so,  may  altogether  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
of  the  water. 

"In  deciding  this  question,  we  might  content  ourselves  by 
referring  to,  and  relying  on,  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  this 
case,  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  (r) ;  but  as  the  point  is  of 
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Mason  v.  Hill,  importance,  and  the  form  in  which  it  is  now  again  presented  to  ub 
leads  to  a  belief  that  it  will  be  carried  to  a  court  of  error,  we 
think  it  right  to  give  the  reasons  for  our  judgment  more  at  large. 

"  The  position,  that  the  first  occupant  of  running  water  for  a 
beneficial  purpose  has  a  good  title  to  it,  is  perfectly  true  in  this 
sense,  that  neither  the  owner  of  the  land  below  can  pen  back  the 
water,  nor  the  owner  of  the  land  above  divert  it  to  his  prejudice. 
In  this,  as  in  other  cases  of  injuries  to  real  property,  possession 
is  a  good  title  against  a  wrongdoer ;  and  the  owner  of  the  land 
who  applies  the  stream  that  runs  through  it  to  the  use  of  a  ttii'II 
newly  erected,  or  other  purposes,  if  the  stream  is  diverted  or 
obstructed,  may  recover  for  the  consequential  injury  to  the  mill. 
The  Earl  of  Rutland  v.  Bowler  (s).  But  it  is  a  very  different 
question,  whether  he  can  take  away  from  the  owner  of  the  land 
below  one  of  its  natural  advantages,  which  is  capable  of  being 
applied  to  profitable  purposes,  and  generally  increases  the  fer- 
tility of  the  soil,  even  when  unapplied,  and  deprive  him  of  it 
altogether  by  anticipating  him  in  its  application  to  a  useful  pur- 
pose. If  this  be  so,  a  considerable  part  of  the  value  of  an  estate, 
which,  in  manufacturing  districts  particularly,  is  much  enhanced 
by  the  existence  of  an  unappropriated  stream  of  water  with  a 
fall  within  its  limits,  might  at  any  time  be  taken  away ;  and,  by 
parity  of  reasoning,  a  valuable  mineral  or  brine  spring  might  be 
abstracted  from  the  proprietor  in  whose  land  it  arises,  and  con- 
verted to  the  profit  of  another. 

'^  We  think  that  this  proposition  has  originated  in  a  mistaken 
view  of  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  decided  cases  of  Bealey  v. 
Shaw  {t)y  Saunders  v.  Newman  (m),  Williams  v.  Morland  (x).  It 
appears  to  us  also,  that  the  doctrine  of  Blackstone  and  the  dicta 
of  learned  judges,  both  in  some  of  those  cases  and  in  that  of  Cox 
V.  Matthews  (y),  have  been  misconceived. 

^'  In  the  case  of  Bealey  v.  Shaw^  the  point  decided  was,  that 
the  owner  of  land  through  which  a  natural  stream  ran  (which 
was  diminished  in  quantity  by  having  been  in  part  appropriated 
to  the  use  of  works  above,  for  twenty  years  and  more,  without 
objection,)  might,  after  erecting  a  mill  on  his  own  land,  maintain 
an  action  against  the  proprietor  of  those  works,  for  an  injury  to 
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that  miU,  by  a  further  subsequent  diversion  of  the  water.     This  -^«««  ▼•  ^»^- 

decision  is  in  exact  accordance  with  the  proposition  contended  for 

by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  owner  of  the  land  through  which  the 

stream  flows,  may,  as  soon  as  he  has  converted  it  to  a  purpose 

producing  benefit  to  himself,   maintain   an   action    against    the 

owner  of  the  land  above,  for  a  subsequent  act,  by  which  that 

benefit  is  diminished,  and  it  does  not  in  any  degree  support  the 

position,  that  the  first  occupant  of  a  stream  of  water  has  a  right 

to  it  agaimt  the  proprietor  of  land  below.     Lord  EUenborough 

distinctly  lays  down  the  rule  of  law  to  be,  that,  *  independent  of 

any  particular  enjoyment  used  to  be  had  by  another,  every  man 

has  a  right  to  have  the  advantage  of  a  flow  of  water  in  his  oicn 

kndf  without  diminution   or  alteration.     But  an   adverse  right 

may  exist,  founded  on  the  occupation  of  another;   and  though 

the  stream  be  either  diminished  in  quantity  or  even  corrupted  in 

quality,  as  by  means  of  the  exercise  of  certain  trades,  yet  if  the 

occupation  of  the  party  so  taking  or  using  it  have  existed  for  so 

long  a  time  as  may  raise  the  presumption  of  a  grant,  the  other 

party,  whose  land  is  below,  must  take  the  stream  subject  to  such 

adverse  right.'     Mr.   Justice  Lawrence  confirms  the  opinion  of 

Mr.  Earon  Graham  on  the  trial,  that  'persons  possessing  lands 

on  the  banks  of  rivers  had  a  right  to  the  flow  of  the  water  in  its 

natural  stream,  imless  there  existed  before  a  right  in  others  to 

enjoy  or  divert  any  part  of  it  to  their  own  use.'    Mr.  Justice  Le 

Blanc  in  his  judgment  says  as  follows : — *  The  true  rule  is,  that, 

after  the  erection  of  works,  and  the  appropriation,  by  the  owner 

of  land,  of  a  certain  quantity  of  the  water  flowing  over  it,  if  a 

proprietor  of  other  land  afterwards  takes  what  remains,  the  flrst- 

mentioned  owner,  however  he  might,  be/ore  such  second  appropi-ia- 

tion,  have  taken  to  himself  so  much  more,  cannot  do  so  afterwards  ; ' 

and  this  expression,  in  which,  in  truth,  that  learned  judge  cannot 

be  considered  as  giving  any  opinion  upon  the  effect  of  a  prior 

appropriation,  is  the  only  part  of  the  case  which  has  any  tendency 

to  support  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  defendants. 

"  The  case  of  Saunders  v.  Newman  (s)  is  no  authority  upon 
this  question,  and  is  cited  only  to  show,  that  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd 
quotes  the  opinion  of  Le  Blanc,  J.,  above  mentioned ;  and  he 
confirms  it,  so  far  as  this,  that  the  plaintiff,  by  erecting  his  new 
mill,  appropriated  to  himself  the  water  in  its  then  state,  and  had 


(z)  (1818),  1  B.  &  A.  258 ;  19  R.  R.  312. 


266 


PAUTICULAE  EASEMENTS. 


Mown  V.  mil  a  right  of  action  for  any  subsequent  alteration,  to  the  prejudice 
of  his  mill ;  about  which  there  is  no  question. 

"  The  last  and  principal  authority  cited  is  that  of  Williams  v. 
Morland  {a) . 

"  The  case  itself  decides  no  more  than  this  :  that  the  plaintiff, 
having  in  his  declaration  complained  that  the  defendants  had,  by 
a  flood-gate  across  the  stream  above,  prevented  the  water  from 
running  in  its  regular  course  through  the  plaintiff's  land,  and 
caused  it  to  flow  with  increased  force  and  impetuosity,  and 
thereby  undermined  and  damaged  the  plaintiff's  banks,  could 
not  recover,  the  jury  having  found  that  no  such  damage  was 
sustained.  The  judgment-s  of  all  the  judges  proceed  upon  this 
ground ;  though  there  are  some  observations  made  by  my  brother 
Bayley,  which  would  seem  at  first  sight  to  favour  the  proposition 
contended  for  by  the  defendants. 

"These  observations  are,  that  'flowing  water  is  originally 
publici  juris.  So  soon  as  it  is  appropriated  by  an  individual,  his 
right  is  co-extensive  with  the  beneficial  use  to  which  he  appro- 
priates it.  Subject  to  that  right,  all  the  rest  of  the  water  remains 
publici  juris.  The  party  who  obtains  a  right  to  the  exclusive 
enjoyment  of  the  water,  does  so  in  derogation  of  the  primitive 
light  of  the  public.  Now,  if  this  be  the  true  character  of  the 
right  to  water,  a  party  complaining  of  the  breach  of  such  right 
ought  to  show  that  he  is  prevented  from  having  water  which  he 
has  acquired  a  right  to  use  for  some  beneficial  purpose  '  (6). 

"  The  dictum  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  in  Liggins  v.  Inge  {v) 
is  to  this  effect : — *  Water  flowing  in  a  stream,  it  is  well  settled 
by  the  law  of  England^  is  publici  juris.  By  the  Roman  law, 
running  water,  light,  and  air,  were  considered  as  some  of  those 
things  which  were  res  communes,  and  which  were  defined  things, 
the  property  of  which  belongs  to  no  person,  but  the  use  to  all. 
And  by  the  law  of  Englamiy  the  person  who  first  appropriates  any 
pait  of  this  water  flotcing  through  his  land  to  his  own  use,  has  the 
right  to  the  use  of  so  much  as  he  then  appropriates,  against  ang 
other; '  and  for  that  he  cites  Bealeg  v.  Shaw  and  others  («?),  which 
case,  however,  is  no  authority  for  this  position,  as  far  as  relates 
to  the  owner  of  the  land  below;  and  probably,  therefore,  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  intended  the  expression  *  any  other  '  to  apply 


(a)  (1824),  2B.  &0.  910;  26R.R.  679.  (e)  (1831),  7  Bing.  692  ;  33  R.  R.  615. 

{b)  (1824),  2  B.  &  C.  913.  \d)  (1805),  6  East,  208  ;  8  R.  R.  466. 
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only  to  those  who  diverted  or  obstructed  the  stream.  To  these  J^<»o**  ▼■  i^Jif- 
dicta  may  be  added  the  passage  from  Blackstone's  Commen- 
taries, vol.  ii.  p.  14  : — *  There  are  some  few  things  which,  not- 
withstanding the  general  introduction  and  continuance  of  pro- 
perty, must  still  unavoidably  remain  in  common,  being  such 
wherein  nothing  but  an  usufructuary  property  is  capable  of  being 
had ;  and  therefore  they  still  belong  to  the  first  occupant,  during 
the  time  he  holds  possession  of  them,  and  no  longer.  Such 
(among  others)  are  the  elements  of  light,  air,  and  water,  which  a 
man  may  occupy  by  means  of  his  windows,  his  gardens,  his  mills, 
and  other  conveniences ;  such,  also,  are  the  generality  of  those 
animals  which  are  said  to  be  f erse  naturoo,  or  of  a  wild  and  im- 
tameable  disposition,  which  any  man  may  seize  upon  and  keep  for 
his  own  use  or  pleasure.  All  these  thiiigs,  so  long  as  they  remain 
in  possession,  every  man  has  a  right  to  enjoy  without  disturb- 
ance ;  but  if  once  they  escape  from  his  custody,  or  he  voluntarily 
abandons  the  use  of  them,  thoy  return  to  the  common  stock,  and 
any  man  else  has  an  equal  right  to  seize  and  enjoy  them  after- 
wai-ds.' 

"  And,  2  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  p.  18,  *  Water  is  a  move- 
able wandering  thing,  and  must  of  necessity  continue  common 
by  the  law  of  nature ;  so  that  I  can  only  have  a  temporary,  tran- 
sient, usufructuary  property  therein;  wherefore,  if  a  body  of 
water  runs  out  of  my  pond  into  another  man's,  I  have  no  right 
to  reclaim  it.' 

"  None  of  these  dicta,  when  properly  understood  with  reference 
to  the  cases  in  which  they  were  cited,  and  the  original  authorities 
in  the  Boman  law,  from  which  the  position  that  water  is  publici 
juris  is  deduced,  ought  to  be  considered  as  authorities,  that  the 
first  occupier  or  first  person  who  chooses  to  appropriate  a  natural 
stream  to  a  useful  purpose,  has  a  title  against  the  owner  of  land 
below,  and  may  deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of  the  natural  fiow  of 
water. 

"  The  Koman  law  is  (2  Inst.  tit.  1,  s.  1)  as  follows :  *  Et  quidem 
naturali  jure,  communia  sunt  omnium  heec :  aer,  aqua  profiuens, 
et  mare,  et  per  hoc  littora  maris.'  It  is  worthy  of  remark  that 
Fleta,  enumerating  the  res  communes,  omits  '  aqua  profiuens,' 
Lib.  iii.  ch.  1.  Vinnius,  in  his  commentary  on  the  Institutes, 
explains  the  meaning  of  the  text, — *  Communia  sunt,  quse,  a 
natur&  ad  omnium  usum  prodita,  in  nullius  adhuc  ditionem  aut 
dominium  pervenerunt:    Hue  pertinent  pnecipue  aer  et  mare, 
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Mown  V.  Hill.  quoB,  cum  propter  immensitatem,  turn  propter  usum  quern  in 
commune  omnibus  debent,  jure  gentium  divisa  non  sunt,  sed 
relicta  in  suo  jure  et  esse  primeevo,  ideoque  neo  dividi  potuerunt. 
Item  aqua  profluens,  hoc  est  aqua  jugis,  qusB  vel  ab  imbribus 
coUecta,  vel  e  venis  terrss  scaturienp,  perpetuum  fluxum  agit, 
flumenque  aut  rivum  perennem  facit.  Postrem6  propter  mare, 
etiam  littora  maris.  In  liisce  rebus  duo  sunt,  qusB  jure  naturali 
omnibus  competimt.  Primum  communis  omnium  est  barum 
rerum  usus,  ad  qnem  natur&  comparatsB  sunt:  tum  siquid  earum 
rerum  per  naturam  occupari  potest,  id  eatends  occupantis  fit, 
quatenils  eel  occupatione  usus  ille  promiscuus  non  leeditur.'  And 
he  proceeds  to  describe  the  use  of  water,  *  aqua  profluens  ad 
lavandurn  et  potandum  unicuigue  Jure  naturali  concessa.^ 

"The  law  as  to  rivers  is,  *flumina  autem  omnia  et  portus 
publica  sunt,  ideoque  jus  piscandi  omnibus  commune  est  in  portu 
fluminibusque.'  And  Yinnius,  in  his  commentary  on  this  last 
passage,  says,  *unicuique  licet  in  flumine  publico  navigare  et 
piscari.'  And  he  proceeds  to  distinguish  between  a  river  and  its 
water :  the  former  being,  as  it  were,  a  perpetual  body,  and  under 
the  dominion  of  those  in  whose  territories  it  is  contained;  the 
latter  being  continually  changing,  and  incapable,  whilst  it  is  there, 
of  becoming  the  subject  of  property,  like  the  air  and  sea. 

"  In  the  Digest,  book  43,  tit.  13,  in  public  rivers,  whether 
navigable  or  noty  it  appears  that  every  one  was  forbidden  to  lower 
the  water  or  narrow  the  course  of  the  stream,  or  in  any  way  to 
alter  it,  to  the  prejudice  of  those  who  dwelt  near.  Tit.  12 
distinguishes  between  public  and  private  rivers ;  and  in  section  4 
it  is  said  that  private  rivers  in  no  way  differ  from  any  other 
private  place. 

"  From  these  authorities,  it  seems  that  the  Roman  law  con- 
sidered running  water,  not  as  a  bonum  vacans  in  which  anyone 
might  acquire  a  property ;  but  as  public  or  common,  in  this  sense 
onlj/y  that  all  might  drink  it,  or  apply  it  to  the  necessary  purposes 
of  supporting  life ;  and  that  no  one  had  any  property  in  the  water 
itself,  except  in  that  particular  portion  which  he  might  have 
abstracted  from  the  stream,  and  of  which  he  had  the  possession ; 
and  during  the  time  of  such  possession  only. 

"  We  think  that  no  other  interpretation  ought  to  be  put  upon 
the  passage  in  Blcu^kstone;  and  that  the  dicta  of  the  learned 
judges  above  referred  to,  in  which  water  is  said  to  be  publid  juris, 
are  not  to  be  understood  in  any  other  than  this  sense;  and  it 
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appears  to  ua  that  there  is  no  authority  in  our  law,  nor,  as  far  we  Jfoww  ▼.  JR//. 

know,  in  the  Eoman  law  (which,  however,  is  no  authority  in  ours), 

that  the  first  occupant  (though  he  may  he  the  proprietor  of  the 

land  ahove)  has  any  right,  by  diverting  the  stream,  to  deprive 

the  owner  of  the  land  below  of  the  special  benefit  and  advantage 

of  the  natural  flow  of  water  therein. 

'*  It  remains  to  observe  upon  one  case  which  was  cited  for  the 
defendants  {Cox  v.  Matthews  {e) ),  in  which  Lord  Hale  said,  'if  a 
man  hath  a  watercourse  nmning  through  his  ground  and  erects 
a  mill  upon  it,  he  may  bring  his  action  for  diverting  the  stream, 
and  not  say  antiquum  molendinum;  and  upon  the  evidence  it 
will  appear  whether  the  defendant  hath  ground  through  which  the 
stream  runs  before  the  plaintiff's,  and  that  he  used  to  turn  the 
stream  as  he  saw  cause ;  for  otherwise  he  cannot  justify  it,  though 
the  mill  be  newly  erected.'  What  is  said  by  Lord  Hale  is 
perfectly  consistent  with  the  proposition  insisted  upon  by  the 
plaintiff ;  and  the  defendants  in  the  supposed  case  would  have  no 
right  to  divert  unless  they  had  gained  it  by  prescription  (which  is 
the  meaning  of  Lord  Hale),  or,  according  to  the  modem  doctrine, 
until  the  presumption  of  a  grant  had  arisen. 

^'  And  this  view  of  the  case  accords  with  the  law,  as  laid  down 
by  Serjeant  Adair,  Chief  Justice  of  Chester,  in  Prescott  v. 
Phillips  (/),  and  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Bealey  v.  Shaw  {g), 
and  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  his  luminous  judgment  in 
Howard  v.  Wright  (A). 

''We  are,  therefore,  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  the  abstracting  of  the  water  taken 
from  the  Over  Canal  Springs,  as  well  as  the  other  injuries 
complained  of;  and  for  which  damages  have  been  assessed  by 
the  jury. 

"  As  to  the  right  to  recover  for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  Actionable  to 
water  being  returned  in  a  heated  state,  there  can  be  no  question  (t).  of^atmui^ 

"Whether  he  could  have  maintained  an  action  be/ore  he  had  stream, 
constructed  his  mill,  or  applied  the  water  of  the  stream  to  some 
profitable  purpose,  we  need  not  decide.     It  may  be  proper,  how- 
ever, to  refer  to  two  cases  not  cited  in  the  argument.     Li  Palmer 
Y.  Keblethtcaite  (A;),  the  declaration  merely  stated  that  the  water 


(e)  (1684),  1  Ventr.  237.  B.  B.  169. 

If)  Cited,  6  Eaat,  218  ;  8  B.  B.  470.  (i)  [Cf.  Young  y.  Bankier  IHatlllery  Co,. 

{if)  (1805),  6  East,  208  ;  8  B.  B.  466.  [18^3]  A.  G.  691.] 

(A)  (1823),   1   Sim.   ft  Sta.    190;   24  (k)  (1696),  1  Show.  64. 
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Mason  ▼.  Biu,  used  and  ought  to  run  to  the  plaintifE's  mill ;  and  Lord  Holt  said, 
*  Suppose  a  watercourse  run  to  my  ground,  and  I  have  no  use  for 
it,  and  one  upon  another  ground  divert  it  before  it  comes  to 
mine,  will  an  action  lie  ?  Is  not  this  the  same  P  Must  you  not 
lay  some  use  for  it  P  But  you  will  speak  to  it  again.'  In  the 
report  of  the  same  case  in  Skinner,  65,  Pollexfen,  in  argument, 
said  he  took  it  to  be  a  clear  case  that,  the  stream  being  the 
plaintiff's,  the  defendant  could  not  divert  it,  and  so  held  the 
Court,  that  an  action  had  lain  for  diverting  the  stream,  though 
no  mill  had  been  erected.  The  final  result  of  that  case  does  not 
appear  in  the  books,  and  the  roll  has  been  searched  for  in  vain. 

"  In  Glynne  v.  Nichols  {I)  a  similar  question  was  raised,  which 
appears  from  the  report  of  the  same  case  in  Comberbach,  p.  43, 
to  have  been  decided  for  the  plaintiff'. 

''  It  must  not,  therefore,  be  considered  as  clear  that  an 
occupier  of  land  may  not  recover  for  the  loss,  of  the  general 
benefit  of  the  water,  without  a  special  use  or  special  damage 
shown. 

'^  But  be  that  as  it  may,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  who  has  sus- 
tained actual  damage,  is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court." 
Whether  It  has  already  been  observed,  that  no  additional  evidence  of 

neceaaary  to  the  right  of  a  party  to  a  flow  of  water  could  be  derived  from  the 
maintam  suit,  mere  fact  of  his  having  recently  appropriated  it  to  a  beneficial 
purpose ;  but  it  appears  to  have  been  formerly  held,  that  a 
person  could  not  complain  of  a  diversion  or  obstruction  of  water, 
from  which,  at  the  time  of  his  complaint,  he  suffered  nothing, 
which  seems  to  have  been  on  the  ground  that  in  such  a  case  it  is 
injuria  sine  damno  (m). 

**In  order  to  entitle  himself  to  recover,"  said  Holroyd,  J.,  in 
Williams  v.  Morland  {n),  "the  plaintiff  should  show  the  loss  of 
some  benefit,  or  the  deterioration  of  the  value  of  the  premises." 
And  littledale,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  laid  it  down  as  law,  that 
"  water  is  of  that  peculiar  nature,  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
allege  in  a  declaration  that  the  defendant  prevented  the  water 
from  flowing  to  the  plaintiff's  premises,  the  plaintiff  must  state 
an  actual  damage  accruing  from  the  want  of  the  water — ^the  mere 
right  to  use  the  water  does  not  give  a  party  such  a  property 


(/)  (1687),  2  Show.  607.  («)  (1824),  2  B.  &  Cr.  916  ;  26  R.  R. 

(m)  Per  Curiam,  Mason  v.  Sill  (1832),       679. 

I  3  B.  &  Adol.  312 ;  39  R.  R.  361. 

I 


BIGHTS  TO  WATEB. 


271 


Whether 

damage 

necessary  to 

maintain  suit. 


in  the  new  water,  oonstantly  ooming,  as  to  make  a  diversion 
or  obstruction  of  the  water  per  se  give  him  any  right  of 
action."  

Lord  Tenterden,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
in  Mason  v.  Hilly  above  alluded  to,  says,  "  It  is  not  necessary  to 
say  whether  such  a  principle  should  be  admitted ; "  and  it  has 
been  seen  that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  their  elaborate 
judgment  on  that  case,  the  second  time  it  came  before  them, 
appear  to  have  guarded  themselves  from  being  supposed  to  favour 
such  a  doctrine,  or  rather  to  have  purposely  expressed  their  doubts 
of  its  correctness.  "  It  must  not,  therefore,  be  considered  as 
clear,"  says  Lord  Denman,  in  concluding  the  judgment,  after 
citing  the  cases  of  Palmer  v.  Kebkthicaite  (p)  and  Glynne  v. 
Nichols  (p),  "that  an  occupier  of  land  may  not  recover  for  the 
loss  of  the  general  benefit  of  the  water,  without  a  special  use  or 
special  damage  shown." 

Even  if  the  necessity  of  some  act  of  appropriation  were  admitted,  No  proof 
the  attempt  to  apply  a  stream  of  water  to  some  beneficial  purpose  necesswy? 
must  be  sufficient  to  give  a  right  of  action,  although  such  attempt 
be  rendered  abortive  by  the  previous  diversion  or  obstruction  of 
the  water — as,  for  instance,  if  the  owner  of  the  land  were  to  erect 
a  mill  on  the  banks  of  the  dried-up  stream,  or  drive  his  cattle  there 
to  water,  at  any  time  before  the  disturbing  party  had  acquired  an 
easement ;  but,  as  it  is  conceded  that  '^  deterioration  of  the  value  of 
the  premises "  (q)  is  sufficient  to  confer  a  right  of  action,  it  is 
scarcely  possible  to  imagine  a  case,  in  which  the  diversion  of  a 
running  stream  of  water  would  not  be  attended  with  the  result  of 
diminishing  the  value  of  the  land  through  which  it  flows  (r). 

Independently,  however,  of  this  view  of  the  case,  and  assuming  What  inter- 
that  no  actual  damage  is  shown  to  arise  from  the  diversion,  an  ^^i^tction- 
action  may  be  maintained  for  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  undisturbed  *^^®- 
continuation  of  such  acts,  without  the  express  consent  of  the  owner 
of  tlie  land,  would  be  evidence  of  a  right  to  do  them  («). 


(o)  (1696),  1  Shower,  64. 

(p)  (1687J,  2  Shower,  607. 

(7)  Per  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Williatns  v. 
Morland  (1824),  2  B.  &  Cr.  916 ;  26  R.  R. 
679. 

(r)  See  Fay  v.  Prentice  (1846),  1  C.  B. 
828;  68  R.  R.  823  [and  Be&ttm  y. 
Weate  (1856),  5  E.  &  B.  986.] 

(«)  Young  v.  Spencer  (1829),  10  B.  &  C. 
146;  Baxter  V.  Taylor  (1832),  4  B.  &  Ad. 


72 ;  38  R.  R.  227  ;  ffopwood  v.  Sehol/ield 
(1837),  2  Mood.  &  Rob.  34.  [See  judg- 
ment of  Ck)leridge,  J.,  Rochdale  Canal  Co. 
V.  King  (1849),  14  Q.  B.  136 ;  80  R.  R. 
222;  Wood  v.  Waud  (1849),  3  Exch. 
772 ;  Swindon  Waterworks  Case,  quoted 
above,  p.  245 ;  Pennington  ▼.  Brinaop 
Ball  Coal  Co.  (1877),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  D. 
769  ;  Poberts  v.  Oxoyrfai  District  Council, 
[1899]   1  Ch.  583  ;  [1899]  2  Ch.  608 ; 
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What  inter-        [And  it  may  now  be  considered  as  settled  aooording  to  the  iudc;- 

water  action-  ments  already  referred  to,  which  confirm  the  views  ol  the  author 

^^^^'        expressed  in  the  second  edition,  that  no  act  of  appropriation  is 

necessary,  and  that  no  actual  damage  need  be  shown  if  the  right 

to  the  flow  of  the  stream  in  its  natural  state  be  infringed  by  a  use 

of  it  beyond  tliat  to  which  every  riparian  owner  is  entitled  (t). 


McCartney  v.  Londonderry  and  Lough 
Suoilly  Railway,  [1904]  A.  C.  301  (see 
particularly  per  Lord  Lindley,  at 
p.  313);  Sharp  v.  Wihon  (1905),  93 
L.  T.  155. 

Kemit  v.  Great  Eastern  Railway  (18S4), 
L.  R.  27  Ch.  Div.  122,  was  decided  oa 
the  ground  that  what  was  there  com- 
plained of  was  not  in  excess  of  the  defen- 
dant's rights,  and  never  could  grow  into 
a  prescriptive  right.  ( Per  Lord  Lindley 
in  McCartney  v.  Londotiderry  and  Lough 
S willy  Railway  [ubi  tup.),  at  p.  313.) 

Some  interference  must  be  shown. 
Cooper  V.  Crabtree  (1882),  L.  R.  20 
Ch.  Div.  639. 

(t)  Embrey  v.  Owen  (1851),  6  Exch. 
853;  86  R.  R.  331;  Sampton  v.  Hod- 
dinott  (1857),  1  C.  B.  N.  S.  590.  See 
also  the  judgments  in  Wood  v.  JVaud 
(1849),  3  Exch.  772, 773  ;  77  R.  R.  809 ; 
and  Coleridge,  J. ,  in  Rochdale  Canal  Co.  v. 
King  (1849),  14  Q.  B.  135  ;  80  R.  R.  222. 

The  question  what  is  a  lawful  user 
of  the  water  by  each  riparian  owner 
in  the  exercise  of  his  natural  right, 
depends  upon  the  oircumntanoes  of 
each  case ;  as  the  extent  to  which 
the  enjoyment  of,  or  power  to  enjoy, 
the  flow  of  the  stream  by  other  riparian 
owners  may  be  affected  by  the  acts 
of  one,  depends  upon  the  size  of  the 
stream,  the  velocity  of  the  current,  the 
nature  of  the  soil,  and  a  variety  of  other 
facts.  It  is  entirely  a  question  of  degree, 
and  it  is  impossible  to  define  precisely 
the  limits  which  separate  the  permitted 
use  of  the  stream  from  its  wrongful 
application.  (See  the  judgments  in 
Einbrey  v.  Oicen,  6  Esch.  371—373  ;  86 
R.  R.  331,  in  which  case  the  question 
was,  whether  the  defendant  had  in- 
fringed the  plaintiff's  right  by  using 
the  water  for  irrigation  :  Sampion  v. 
Iloddinoit  (1857),  I  O.  B.  N.  S.  611,  612. 
in  which  the  question  was  as  to  the  right 
to  impede  the  flow  by  occasionally  shut- 
ting sluices ;  and  the  case  pat  by 
Coleridge,  J.,  in  Chasemore  v.  Richards 
(1857),  2  H.  &  N.  190,  of  a  man  exhaust- 
xng  tne  ranniog  water  by  irrigation, 
which  would  be  dearly  illegal,  tiiough 
the  abstraction  of  the  same  amount  of 


water  from  a  large  river  might  have 
been  perfectly  legal.)  The  question  in 
each  case  should  seem  to  be,  is  the  user 
such  as  to  affect  the  natural  flow  of  the 
water  of  the  stream  to  an  extent  g^reater 
than  that  which  is  necessarily  incident 
to  the  common  enjoyment  of  the  stream 
by  all  the  riparian  owners  P  If  it  be, 
then  it  may  be  made  the  subject  of  an 
action  by  any  owner  whose  acttial  use 
of  or  power  to  use  the  water  is  affected 
by  it.  The  question  can  only  arise  in 
practice  with  reference  to  some  extra- 
ordinary use  of  the  water ;  the  distinc- 
tion between  which  and  its  ordinary 
uses  is  pointed  oat  above ;  and  see  the 
preceding  note. 

In  coxmection  with  the  question  what 
interferonoe  with  water  is  actionable 
it  may  be  mentioned  that  it  is  action- 
able to  obstruct  the  free  passage  of 
salmon  up  a  river.  {^Pirie  v.  Kintore 
{Earl  of),  [1906]  A.  C.  478.)  Rights 
with  regard  to  the  free  passage  and 
obstruction  of  salmon,  which  are  regu- 
lated by  statutory  provision,  have  on 
several  occasions  come  before  the  Courts. 
(See  Weld  v.  Hornby  (1806),  7  East  195  ; 
Rolle  V.  Whyte  (186«).  L.  R.  3  Q.  B. 
286  ;  Leeonjield  v.  Lonsdale  (1870),  L.  R. 
6  C.  P.  657.) 

In  Barker  v.  Faulkner  (1898),  79 
L.  T.  24,  the  question  of  the  right  to 
obstruct  the  passage  of  fish  other  than 
salmon  arose,  but  was  not  determined. 
In  that  case  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant were  adjoining  riparian  owners 
upon  a  well-known  trout  stream.  The 
defendant  erected  upon  his  own  property 
an  embankment  or  weir,  with  fenders 
and  wire  gratings,  avowedly  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  fish  from  passing 
up  the  river  to  the  plaintiff*s  close, 
whilst  allowing  them  to  swim  down  the 
river  to  the  defendant's  clo^e,  and  in 
respect  of  this  obstruction  the  plaintiff 
claimed  an  injunction.  The  action  came 
on  for  argument  on  questions  of  law 
arising  on  the  pleadings,  and  Stirling,  J., 
after  considering  the  cases  with  refer- 
ence to  salmon,  thought  that  the  prin- 
ciple involved  in  those  authorities  might 
extend  to  other  fish,  and  dedinei  to  deal 
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[The  natural  right  to  the  flow  of  water  applies,  however,  only  to  Chaniiel  murt 
water  flowing  in  some  defined  natural  (u)  channel ;  and  therefore 
the  owner  of  land  upon  which  there  is  surface  water  rising  out  of 
springy  or  boggy  ground  and  flowing  in  no  definite  channel,  or 
water  rising  occasionally  at  one  spot  but  having  no  defined  course, 
has  a  right  to  get  rid  of  such  water  by  draining  the  land  or  in 
any  way  he  pleases,  although,  if  not  so  disposed  of,  it  might 
ultimately  have  reached  the  course  of  a  natural  stream  {x). 

The  Court  laid  down  that  the  right  of  the  riparian  owner  to 
the  natural  flow  of  water  cannot  extend  further  than  the  right  to 
the  flow  of  the  stream  itself  and  to  the  water  flowing  in  some 
defined  {y)  natural  channel,  either  subterranean  or  on  the  surface, 
communicating  directly  with  the  stream  itself ;  and  in  Broadbetit 
V.  Ramsbotham  (s),  the  owner  of  the  soil  was  held  not  to  be  liable 
to  an  action  for  draining  a  pond,  the  water  of  which  occasionally, 
when  it  exceeded  a  certain  depth,  escaped  and  squandered  itself 
over  the  surface,  some  of  it  augmenting  a  natural  stream,  but  by 
no  deflned  channel;  and  see  also  the  case  of  Chasemore  v.  Richards  {a)^ 
which  conflrms  these  authorities. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  decided  in  Diidden  v.  Guardian  of  the 
Clutton  Union  (6),  and  in  Mostyn  v.  Atherfon  (c),  that  where  the 
source  of  a  stream  is  a  natural  spring  rising  out  of  the  ground  in  a 
continuous  flow  and  passing  away  in  a  natural  channel,  a  diversion 
of  such  stream,  by  sinking  a  tank  at  the  fountain-head  and  so 
collecting  the  water  there  and  leading  it  away,  is  equally  actionable 


with  the  case  on  the  material  then 
before  him,  oriering  it  to  proceed  in  the 
ordinary  coarse. 

(u)  Bat  in  the  case  of  an  artificial 
watercourse,  the  origin  of  tihich  is  un- 
knotcttf  the  proper  inference  from  the 
user  of  the  water  and  from  other  cir- 
cumstances may  ba  that  the  rights  of 
the  riparian  proprietors  are  the  same  as 
if  the  stream  had  been  a  natural  one. 
(Baily  ^  Co.  V.  Ciarkj  Son^  and  Morlandy 
[1902]  1  Ch.  649  ;  cf.  Mostyn  v.  Atherton, 
[1899]  2  Ch.  360.) 

(-r)  Ravcstron  \.  Taylor  (1855),  1 1  Exoh. 
369. 

(y)  **A  watercourse  consL'its  of  bed, 
baak<9,  and  water;  yet  the  water  need 
not  flowcontinuedly,  and  there  ar3  many 
watercourses  which  are  sometime.<«  dry. 
There  is,  however,  a  distinction  to  be 
ijiken  in  law  between  a  regular  flowing 


stream  of  water,  which  at  certain  sea- 
sons is  dried  up,  and  those  occasional 
bursts  of  water  which,  in  times  of 
freshet  or  melting  of  ice  and  snow,  de- 
scend from  the  hills  and  inundate  the 
country.  To  maintain  the  right  to  a 
watercourse  or  brook,  it  must  be  made 
to  appear  that  the  water  usually  flowjd 
in  a  certain  direction  and  by  a  regular 
channel,  with  banks  or  sides.  It  need 
not  be  shown  to  flow  continually,  as 
stated  above,  and  it  may  at  times  be 
dry  ;  but  it  must  have  a  well-defined 
and  substantial  existence.*' — Angell  on 
Watercourses. 

Iz)  (1856),  11  Exch.  602. 

(a)  Cited  post,  p.  285. 

(b)  (1857),  1  H.  &  N.  627.  Cf.  Bunt- 
ing  V.  Hiekt  (1894),  70  L.  T.  455  ;  7  R. 
293. 

(«')  [1899]  2  Ch.  360. 
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[with  a  diversion  in  any  other  part  of  the  channel,  the  defined 
channel  commencing  at  the  very  source  (r/).] 

By  the  civil  law  a  semtude  of  water  flowing  in  its  accustomed 
course  might  be  obtained  by  the  enjoyment  of  a  stream  of  water 
during  the  requisite  period ;  and  although  originally  no  such  right 
could  be  valid,  unless  binding  upon  the  owner  of  the  land  in  which 
the  spring  rose,  yet  this  rule  was  afterwards  relaxed  (e).  Such  a 
servitude  appears  to  have  been  valid  if  the  water  increased  the 
value  of  the  dominant  estate,  or  was  capable  of  being  appropriated 
to  a  purpose  of  utility  (/),  or  even  of  pleasure  {g). 

It  has  been  already  seen,  with  regard  to  running  water,  that 
every  proprietor  on  its  banks  has  a  right  to  claim  that  the  stream 
should  run  on  in  its  accustomed  course.  This  applies  as  well  to 
the  right  to  discharge  the  water  as  to  receive  it,  [and  any  obstruc- 
tion of  running  water  of  such  a  character  that  it  might  reasonably 
be  expected  that  some  injury  would  be  caused  to  a  higher  riparian 
owner  is  actionable  at  the  suit  of  such  higher  riparian  owner  (^).] 

In  addition  to  the  natural  right  to  receive  flowing  water  in  its 
accustomed  course— easements  of  an  aflBrmative  nature,  the  object 
of  which  is  to  interfere  with  the  natural  course  of  the  stream,  may 
be  acquired  by  user  over  a  stream  flowing  through  a  man's  land  or 
through  his  neighbour's  land(i).  Thus  a  right  may  be  acquired 
to  tlu'ow  back  upon  the  land  of  proprietors  higher  up  the  stream 
the  water  which,  unless  so  reflected,  would,  by  the  force  of  gravity, 


{d)  Upon  the  question  of  fact,  what 
is  water  flowing-  in  a  defined  natural 
ohanncl,  see  the  case  of  Ennor  v.  Bar- 
well,  V.-C.  S.  (ISGO),  6  Jur.  N.  S.  1233 ; 
2  Giff.  4l0  ;  on  appeal,  1  De  G.  F.  &  J. 
629;  7  Jur.  N.  S.  788;  and  see  the 
observations  on  that  case,  post,  p.  291, 
note  (a). 

(>)  Serritus  aquee  ducendae  vel  hauri- 
cndae,  nisi  ex  capite  vel  ex  fonte,  con- 
stitui  non  potest ;  hodie  tamen  ex  quo- 
cunque  loco  constitui  solet. — Dig.  8,  3, 
9,  de  serv.  prced.  rust. 

Si  aquam  per  possessionem  Martialis 
eo  sciente  duxisti,  servitutem  excmplo 
rerum  immobilium  tempore  queesisti. — 
Cod.  3,  34,  2,  de  serv.  et  aquii. 

(/]  Si  manifesto  doceri  possit  jus  aquae 
ex  vetere  more  atque  ob^ervatione  per 
certa  loca  profluentis  ntilitatem  certis 
fundis  irrigandi  causa  exhibere ;  procu- 
rator noster  ne  quid  contra  veterem  (for- 
mam)  atque  Kolemnem  morem  innovetnr, 
providebit. — Ibid.  7. 


Labco  scribit,  etiam  si  pnetot  hoe 
interdicto  de  aquis  f  rigidis  sentiat  : 
tamen  de  calidis  aquis  interdicta  non 
esse  deneganda.  Namque  harum  quoque 
aquarum  usum  esse  neoessarium  ;  non- 
nunquam  enim  refrigeratsB  usum  irri- 
gandis  agpris  praestant :  his  accedit,  quod 
in  quibusdam  locii*,  et  quum  oalidee  sunt, 
irrigandis  tamen  agris  necessariee  sunt — 
ut  Hierapoli :  constat  enim  apnd  Hiera- 
politanos  in  Asid  agrum  aquft  calid& 
rigari.  Et  quamvis  ea  sit  aqua,  quae  ad 
rigandos  non  sit  necessaria,  tamen  nemo 
ambiget  his  interdictis  locum  fore. — 
Dig.  43,  20,  1,  §  13,  de  aquft  quot.  et 
aest. 

ig)  Hoc  jure  utimur  at  etiam  non  ad 
irrigandum,  sed  pecoris  eausH  vel  amae- 
nitatis,  aqua  duci  possit. — Dig.  43,  20,  3. 

[h)  Ambler  v.  Bradford  Corporation 
(1902),  87  L.  T.  217,  and  cases  there  dis- 
cussed. 

(i)  [WhiUy,  WhiU,  [1906]  A.  C.  72.] 
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pass  from  it ;  or  to  discharge  the  water  upon  the  land  lying  lower 
down  the  stream,  either  injured  in  quality,  or  with  a  degree  of 
force  greater  or  less  than  the  natural  current  (k). 

The  right  claimed  by  the  defendant  in  Saunders  v.  Neicman^ 
already  cited,  is  an  instance  of  the  former  dass.of  affirmative 
easements  (^). 

In  Wright  v.  Williams  (m),  it  was  held  that  a  right  to  let  ofE 
upon  the  neighbouring  land  water  which  had  been  used  for  the 
precipitation  of  minerals,  and  was  thereby  rendered  noxious,  was 
an  easement,  and  might  be  acquired,  like  any  other  easement,  by 
user  («). 

Though  every  one  in  building  is  bound  so  to  construct  his 
house  as  not  to  overhang  his  neighbour's  property,  and  construct 
his  roof  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  throw  the  rain  water  upon 
the  neighbouring  land  (o),  yet  there  appears  to  be  authority  in 
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[k)  [But  in  order  to  acquire  a  right 
to  use  or  to  affect  the  water  in  a  manner 
not  justified  by  natural  right,  so  as  to 
abridge  the  natural  rights  of  the  other 
riparian  owners  to  the  use  of  the  stream, 
it  must  be  shown  that  the  user  relied 
upon  was  such  as  to  affect  either  the 
actual  use  that  those  other  owners  have 
made  of  the  stream,  or  their  power  to 
use  it  (if  so  minded),  so  as  to  raise  the 
presumption  of  a  grant,  and  so  render 
the  tenements  of  those  other  owners 
servient  tenements:  Sampson  v.  Hoddi- 
fiott  (1857),  1  0.  B.  N.  S.  611.  Of. 
Kensit  v.  Great  Eastern  Railway  (1883), 
L.  R.  23  Ch.  I),  at  p.  574  ;  aff.  on  appeal, 
27  Ch.  Div.  122.  The  same  rules  apply 
whether  the  right  claimed  is  to  affect 
the  quantity,  the  quality  or  the  velocity 
of  the  water;  and  the  period  and  all 
oth^r  requisites  of  the  nser  are  like 
those  of  all  other  afBrmative  easements, 
and  have  been  already  discussed.] 

(0  Ante,  p.  253;  I  B.  &  A.  258. 
[Iiet$t(m  V.  Weate  (1856),  5  El.  &  Bl. 
986,  is  an  instance  of  a  right  so  acquired 
by  the  owners  of  the  dominant  tenement 
to  go  from  time  to  time  upon  the  ser- 
vient tenement,  for  the  purpose  of  di- 
verting the  water  of  a  natural  stream 
flowing  along  it,  so  as  to  cause  it  to  p^kb 
through  that  tenement  by  an  artificial 
cut  to  the  dominant  tenement,  for  the 

furpose  of  supplying  cattle  with  water, 
n  that  c'4use  the  right  claimed  was  not 
to  the  continual  flow  of  the  water,  and 
in  that  respect  it  differs  from  the  ordi- 
nary case  of  the  owner  of  a  mill  not 
upon  the  bank  of  a  river,  who  has  ac- 

18 


quired  by  user  the  right  to  divert  the 
river  to  bis  mill  by  an  artificial  cut 
through  a  neighbour's  land.  The  use 
of  attificial  aids,  as  mill  leats,  &c.,  by 
a  riparian  owner,  does  not  in  any  way 
affect  his  natural  right  to  the  use  of 
the  water.  If  the  rights  of  other  pro- 
prietors are  not  infringed  thereby,  he 
may  employ  such  means  as  he  thinks 
proper.  Of.  AmbUr  v.  Bradford  CtA-- 
poration  (1902),  87  L.  T.  217. 

In  Roberta  v.  Fellowev  (1906),  94  L.  T. 
279,  a  claim  to  a  right  simihir  to  that 
claimed  inBeeston  v.  Weate  was  sustained.] 

(w)  (1836),  1  M.  &  W.  77;  46  R.  R. 
265. 

{n)  [Cf.  Carlyon  v.  Loveriny  (1857), 
1  H.  &  N.  797  ;  Mclntyre  v.  McGavin, 
[1893]  A.  C.  268.  In  Murgatroyd  v. 
Robimon  (1867),  7  El.  &  Bl.  391,  it  was 
argued  that  a  right  to  use  a  natural 
stream  for  the  purpose  of  washing  away 
the  ajihes  from  a  hteam  engine  and  other 
sweepings  of  a  mill  on  the  bank  of  the 
stream,  could  not  be  acquired  under 
Lord  Tenterdeu's  Act,  as  being  unrea- 
sonable and  destructive  of  the  property 
of  the  owners  lower  down  the  stream. 
The  Court  pronount  cd  no  opinion  upon 
the  question,  as  the  case  went  off  on 
another  point ;  but  no  valid  distinction 
can  be  made  between  this  and  the  cape 
above  cited.  The  owner  lower  down 
clearly  might  grant  the  right  claimed 
in  one  case  as  well  as  in  the  other  ;  and 
if  so,  according  to  the  judgment  in 
Carl ff on  v.  Lovcring^  the  statute  would 
appiy.l 

(o)  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  tho  Case  for 

(2) 
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Easements.  OUT  law  for  the  position,  that  a  man  may  acquire  a  right,  by  user, 
to  project  his  wall  or  eaves  over  the  boundary  line  of  his  property, 
or  discharge  the  rain  running  from  the  roof  of  his  house  upon 
the  adjoining  land. 

The  existence  of  such  a  right,  both  as  to  the  eaves  and  water 
droppings,  is  recognized  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Thomas  v. 
Thomas  [p). 

There  are  ancient  decisions,  recognizing  the  same  easement,  in 
the  case  of  a  discharge  of  water  on  the  neighbouring  land  by 
means  of  a  gutter  or  leaden  pipe  {q), 

*^  If  a  man  hath  a  sue,  that  is  to  say,  a  spout,  above  his  house, 
by  which  the  water  used  to  fall  from  his  house,  and  another  levies 
a  house  paramount  the  spout,  so  that  the  water  cannot  fall  as  it 
was  wont  but  falls  upon  the  walls  of  the  house,  by  which  the 
timber  of  the  house  perishes,  this  is  a  nuisance  "  (r).  [In  the  case 
of  Pj/e7'  V.  Carter  (s)  there  was  an  easement  of  both  kinds,  for  the 
defendant  to  have  the  rain  water  flow  from  his  eaves  on  to  the 
plaintiil's  roof,  and  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  such  water,  together 
with  the  water  originally  falling  on  his  own  roof,  carried  away 
together  by  a  drain  on  the  defendant's  land.] 

These  two  classes  of  easements  are  distinctly  recognized  by  the 
civil  law  under  the  head  of  Urban  Servitudes,  "  that  a  man  shall 
receive  upon  his  house  or  land  the  flumen  or  stillioidium  of  his 
neighbour"  {t), 

"  The  difEerenoe,"  says  Vinnius  in  his  Commentary  on  this 
passage,  "between  the  flumen  and  the  stillicidium  is  this — the 
latter  is  the  rain  falling  from  the  roof  by  drops  (guttatim  et  stil- 
latim) ;  the  flumen  is  when  it  is  poured  forth  in  a  continuous 
stream  from  the  lower  part  of  the  building.  The  servitude  of 
receiving  the  stillicidium  exists  when  my  neighbour  is  compelled 
to  receive  upon  his  house  the  rain  water,  running  from  my  roof ; 
the  servitude  of  receiving  the  flumen,  when  he  is  compelled  to 


a  Nuisance,  A. ;  [Dig.  viii.  2,  2 ;  Inst. 
II.  iu.  I  ;  Code  Civil,  art.  681.] 

(/;)  (1835),  2  Cr.,  M.  &  Ros.  34  ;  41 
R.  R.  678.  [As  to  an  overhanging 
branch,  see  Lemmon  v.  Webb^  [1896 J 
A.  C.  1.] 

(q)  Lady  Browne* s  Case,  3  Dyer,  319  b, 
cited  in  Sury  v.  Pigott  (1626),  Palmer, 
446  ;  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for 
Nuisance,   A.  ;    Baten't  Cote  (1738),   9 


Rep.  63  b,  recognized  in  Fa^  v.  Prentice 
(1846),  1  C.  B.  828  ;  68  R.  R.  823. 

(r)  Rolle,  Abridg.  Nusans,  G.  5,  citing 
18  Edw.  3,  22  b ;  Vin.  Abr.  Nuisance, 

a.  6. 

(s)  Cited  a.te,  p.  168. 

{t)  Ut  stillicidium  vel  flumen  recipiat 
quis  in  edes  suas,  vel  in  aream,  vel  in 
cloacam.— Inst.  2,  3,  1,  de  seiv. 
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receive  the  same  flowing  in  a  channel  or  conduit,  and  falling  with    EaBementa. 
force  on  his  house." 

The  civil  as  well  as  the  English  law  {u)  prohibited  a  man  from 
projecting  the  wall  or  roof  of  his  house  over  the  boundary  line  of 
his  neighbour's  land,  even  though,  by  spouts  or  other  means,  the 
fall  of  water  therefrom  might  be  prevented :  but  a  right  to  do  so 
might  be  acquired  by  user ;  and  when  such  projection  did  not,  in 
any  manner,  rest  upon  the  neighbour's  soil,  it  was  called  jus  pro- 
jiciendi ;  where  the  projection  was  merely  intended  to  protect  the 
wall,  either  by  creating  shade  against  the  heat  of  the  sun,  or 
keeping  off  the  rain,  it  was  the  jus  protegendi.  "  There  is  this 
difference  between  the  right  of  projecting  over  and  that  of 
placing  upon  the  neighbour's  property — that  the  projection  is 
carried  out  (proveheretur)  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  rest  any- 
where (nusquam  requiesceret),  as  a  balcony  or  eaves;  while  the 
thing  '  placed  upon  '  is  so  put  as  to  rest  on  something,  '  as  a  beam 
or  rafter'"  (jt). 

By  the  term  watercourse  is  usually  understood  a  stream  of  Sabterraneons 
water  flowing  above  ground ;   but  questions  of  a  similar  nature  °^"^®^* 
arise  with  reference  to  the  right  to   water  flowing  in   a  sub- 
terraneous channel  {t/).     In  the  case  of  a  well,  it  is  known  that  Percolating 
the  supply  of  water  is  in  general  furnished  by  percolation  through  ^^^^* 
the  neighbouring  soil,  so  that  the  digging  of  a  deeper  well  therein 
will  divert  the  water  from  its  course,  and  thus  dry  up  the  former 
well.     If  the  right  to  water  thus  percolating  is  identical  with  that 
to  water  flowing  above  ground,  it  is  manifest  that  ancient  posses- 
sion would  be  unnecessary  to  confer  a  title  to  water  flowing  to  a 
well,  in  the  course  of  nature,  from  a  superior  elevation. 

In  the  first  edition  of  this  work  it  was  said  that  the  ancient 
flow  of  a  stream  without  interruption  by  the  occupant  of  land 
above,  is  evidence  of  his  assent  to  the  continuance  of  such  flow  (2) ; 
but  that,  with  regard  to  underground  flltrations,-  as  their  course — 


(m)  [See  the  next  chapter,  ad  init.] 

(x)  Inter  pro jec turn  et  immissum  hoc 
interesee.  ait  j^abeo :  quod  projectum 
CAtiet  id,  quod  ita  proveheretur  ut  nus- 
qaam  requiesceret,  qualia  mieniana,  et 
Buggrunda  essent ;  immissum  autem, 
quod  ita  fieret,  ut  aliquo  loco  requiee- 
ceret,  veluti  tigua,  trabes,  qua  immitte- 
rentur. — Dig.  60,  16,  242,  de  v.  s. 

{y)  [As  to  what  is  a  known  under- 
gproand  stream,  so  as  to  be  governed  by 


the  same  law  as  a  stream  flowing  above 
ground,  see  Ifiack  v.  Bally  menu  Commrt.^ 
17  L.  R.  Ir.  Ch.  D.  459  ;  Eicarl  v.  Bd- 
fast  Guardians^  9  L.  R.  Ir.  172;  Brad' 
ford  Corporation  v.  Ferrand^  [1902]  2  Ch. 
665.  The  knowledge  must  be  by  reason- 
able inference  from  existing  and  observed 
facts,  independently  of  facts  ascertained 
by  excavation  or  the  opinions  of  experts. 
Bradford  Corporation  v.  Ferrand^  ubi  sup. 
(z)  [As  to  artificial  watercourses,  see 
post,  p.  295.] 
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and  even  their  very  existence — ^may  be  unknown  to  him,  no  such 
presumption  ought  to  be  drawn;  because,  as  has  been  akeady 
shown  (^),  such  a  presumption  ought  not  to  be  furnished  by  any 
enjoyment  which  is  had  either  "vi — clam— or  precario."  More- 
over, supposing  such  actual  knowledge  to  exist,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
in  what  manner  he  could  prevent  the  right  being  acquired.  He 
could  clearly  maintain  no  action;  and,  in  the  majority  of 
instances,  he  could  not  indicate  his  dissent,  by  cutting  o£E  the 
veins  supplying  the  neighbouring  well  or  fountain,  without  serious 
detriment  to  his  own  property.  A  further  objection  to  an  ease- 
ment of  this  kind  arises  from  the  indefinite  nature  and  great 
extent  of  the  obligation  which  would  be  imposed  by  it ;  instances 
have  occurred  where  excavations  have  had  the  effect  of  draining 
land,  although  at  the  distance  of  some  miles. 

In  Cooper  v.  Barber  (b)  the  defendant  had,  for  many  years  past, 
penned  back  a  stream  for  the  purposes  of  irrigation,  the  conse- 
quence of  which  was,  that  the  water  percolated  through  the 
neighbouring  soil ;  the  Court  appear  to  have  been  of  opinion  that 
no  right  to  cause  such  percolation  was  acquired  by  the  user,  and 
that  the  adjoining  owner,  on  receiving  injury  from  it  upon  erecting 
a  house,  might  bring  an  action  for  it  (c). 

The  case  of  Balaton  v.  Bemted  {d)  appears  to  be  somewhat  at 
variance  with  this  doctrine :  it  may,  however,  be  observed  that  the 
correctness  of  the  ruling  of  Lord  EUenborough,  at  nisi  prius,  could 
not  be  questioned,  as  the  cause  was  compromised.  '^  The  plaiutiS 
and  defendant  were  respectively  owners  of  adjoining  closes  on  the 
banks  of  the  river  Medway.  As  far  back  as  could  be  recollected, 
there  had  been  a  gush  of  water  from  a  hole  in  the  plaintiff's  close, 
which  used  to  run  from  thence,  on  the  surface  of  the  ground,  to 
the  river.  About  twenty-seven  years  before  the  action  was 
brought,  a  bath  was  erected  by  the  then  occupier  of  the  close 
near  where  the  spring  issued  forth,  and  the  water  was  conducted 
into  it  by  a  pipe.  From  that  time  till  the  present  cause  of  action 
arose,  the  bath  was  amply  supplied  with  water,  and  a  considerable 
profit  was  derived  from  letting  out  the  use  of  it  to  the  public. 
In  1805  (the  action  being  brought  in  1808),  the  plaintiff  purchased 


(a)  [Above,  p.  228.] 

[^b)  (1810),  3  Taunt.  90;   12  R.  R.  604. 

(r)  [Cf.  Roherts  v.  Fdlotrea  (1906).  94 
L.  T.  279,  where  the  fact  that  water  had 
percolated  through  the  banks  of  a  river 
lOP  a  con«idcrdble  period  "wiia  made  the 


basis  of  a  claim  (which  failed)  to  abstract 
from  the  river,  by  means  of  syphons  and 
pipes,  water  equal  in  quantity  to  that 
alleged  to  have  been  formerly  received 
by  the  claimant  bv  such  percolation.] 
{(i)  (1808),  1  Gump.  463. 
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this  olose,  and  erected  a  paper  manufactoiy  upon  it,  for  which  a    Percolatingr 
copious  supply  of  spring  water  is  essentially  requisite.      About 
the  8ame  time  the  defendant,  becommg  owner  of  the  adjoining 
olose,  opened  a  stone  quarry  in  it.     As  the  excavations  proceeded, 
considerable  quantities  of  water  were   found,  which  interrupted 
the  workmen.     A  deep  drain  was  afterwards  mswie  to  carry  it  off 
into  the  river,  and  the  quarry  was  left  dry.     But  in  the  mean- 
time,  the  water    flowing   into    the    plaintiff's   bath    had    been 
gradually  decreasing,  and,  subsequently  to  the  making  of  the 
drain,  did  not  amount  to  more  than   an  eighth  or  tenth  part 
of  its  former  quantity."     For  this  diversion  the  action  was  brought. 
"  The  defence  intended  to  be  set  up  was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
exclusive  right  to  the  supply  of  water  he  claimed,  as  the  principle 
on  which  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  running  water  confers  a  right 
to  it,  appeared  from  the  oases  to  be,  that,  after  an  adverse  possession 
for  so  long  a  time,  a  grant  was  to  be  presumed  from  the  owners  of 
the  land  further  up  the  stream ;  and  such  a  grant  could  not  be  pre- 
sumed here,  as,  previously  to  the  drain  being  made,  probably  no 
individual  knew  that  the  plaintiff's  spring  was  fed  by  water  per- 
colating  through  the  strata  in  the  close  now   occupied  by  the 
defendant."    But  Lord  Ellenborough  ruled,  "  That  the  only  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  diminution  of  the  supply  of  water  to  the 
plaintiff's  bath  had  been  caused  by  the  drain  dug  by  the  defendant; 
and  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  but  that  twenty  years'  exclusive 
-  enjoyment  of  water  in  any  particular  manner  affords  a  conclusive  pre- 
sumption of  right  in  the  party  so  enjoying  it."     It  was  afterwards 
agreed,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Court,  that  the  water  should  be 
conveyed  from  the  defendant's  quarry  to  the  plaintiff's  bath  in  the 
manner  to  be  directed  by  an  arbitrator,  and  a  juror  was  withdrawn. 

The  proposition  laid  down  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  the  above 
case  appears  to  include  imder  the  same  general  rule  watercourses  of 
all  descriptions,  whether  the  stream  flows  in  the  ordinary  manner 
above  ground,  or  only  emerges  after  having  made  its  way  through 
the  adjoining  land  below  the  surface  of  the  earth. 

Since  the  above  observations  were  made,  in  the  first  edition  of 
the  work,  the  point  in  question,  at  least  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
identity,  in  point  of  •  legal  incident,  of  open  and  undergi'ound 
streams,  has  received  judicial  determination  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber.     The  case  of  Acton  y,  BlundeU{e),  decided  Aetony, 

BkmdeU. 


{e)  (1843),  12  M.  &  "W.  324  ;  67  R.  R.  361. 
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that  the  owner  of  land  through  which  water  flows  in  [an  unknown] 
subterraneous  course  has  no  right  or  interest  in  it  which  will  enable 
him  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  landowner  who,  in  carrying  on 
mining  operations  in  his  own  land  in  the  usual  manner,  drains 
away  the  water  from  the  land  of  the  first-mentioned  owner,  and 
lays  his  well  dry.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  as  follows  :  "  The  plaintiff  below,  who  is  also  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  in  his  action  on  the  case,  declared  in  the  first  count  for  the 
disturbance  of  his  right  to  the  water  of  certain  underground  spnngs^ 
streams^  and  watercourses,  which,  as  he  alleged,  ought  of  right  to 
run,  flow,  and  percolate  into  the  closes  of  the  plaintifp,  for  supply- 
ing certain  mills  with  water;  and  in  the  second  coimt  for  the 
draining  off  the  water  of  a  certain  npring  or  well  of  tcafer  in  a  certain 
close  of  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  which  close,  as 
he  alleged,  he  ought  of  right  to  have  the  use,  benefit,  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  water  of  the  said  spring  or  tcell  for  the  convenient  use 
of  his  close.  The  defendants  by  their  pleas  traversed  the  rights  in 
the  manner  alleged  in  those  counts  respectively.  At  the  trial  the 
plaintiff  proved,  that,  within  twenty  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  viz.,  in  the  latter  end  of  1821,  a  former  owner  and 
occupier  of  certain  land  and  a  cotton-mill,  now  belongiug  to  the 
plaintiff,  had  sunk  and  made  in  such  land  a  well  for  raising  water 
for  the  working  of  the  mill ;  and  that  the  defendants,  in  the  year 
1837,  had  sunk  a  coal  pit  in  the  land  of  one  of  the  defendants  at 
about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  the  plaintiff's  well,  and  about 
three  years  after  sunk  a  second  at  a  somewhat  less  distance ;  the 
consequence  of  which  sinkings  was,  that,  by  the  first,  the  supply  of 
water  was  considerably  diminished,  and  by  the  second  was  rendered 
altogether  insufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  mill.  The  learned 
judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  dii'ected  the  jury,  that,  if 
the  defendants  had  proceeded  and  acted  in  the  usual  and  proper 
manner  on  the  land,  for  the  purpose  of  working  and  winning  a 
coal  mine  therein,  they  might  lawfully  do  so,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  support  the  allegations  in  his 
declaration  as  traversed  by  the  second  and  third  pleas.  Against 
this  direction  of  the  judge  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  tendered 
the  bill  of  exceptions  which  has  been  argued  before  us.  And  after 
hearing  such  argument,  and  consideration  of  the  case,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  was  correct  in  point 
of  law. 

"The  question  argued  before  us  has  been  in  substance  this: 
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whether  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  an  underground  spring,  or 
of  a  well  supplied  by  such  underground  spring,  is  governed  by  the 
same  rule  of  law  as  that  which  applies  to,  and  regulates,  a  water- 
course flowing  on  the  surface. 

"The  rule  of  law  which  governs  the  enjoyment  of  a  stream 
flowing  in  its  natural  course  over  the  surface  of  land  belonging  to 
different  proprietors  is  well  established.  Each  proprietor  of  the 
land  has  a  right  to  the  advantage  of  the  stream  flowing  in  its 
natural  course  over  his  land,  to  use  the  same  as  he  pleases  for  any 
purposes  of  his  own  not  inconsistent  with  a  similar  right  in  the 
proprietors  of  the  land  above  or  below ;  so  that,  neither  can  any 
proprietor  above  diminish  the  quantity  or  injure  the  quality  of  the 
water  which  would  otherwise  naturally  descend,  nor  can  any  pro- 
prietor below  throw  back  the  water  without  the  licence  or  the 
grant  of  the  proprietor  above.  The  law  is  laid  down  in  those 
precise  terms  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Mason 
v.  Hill  {/),  and  substantially  is  declared  by  the  Vice-Chancellor 
in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Howard  (g) ;  and  such  we  consider  a 
correct  exposition  of  the  law.  And  if  the  right  to  the  enjoyment 
of  underground  springs,  or  to  a  well  supplied  thereby,  is  to  be 
governed  by  the  same  law,  then  undoubtedly  the  defendants  could 
not  justify  the  sinking  of  the  coal-pits,  and  the  direction  given  by 
the  learned  judge  would  be  wrong. 

"  But  we  think,  on  considering  the  grounds  and  origin  of  the 
law  which  is  held  to  govern  running  streams,  the  consequences 
which  would  result  if  the  same  law  is  made  applicable  to  springs 
beneath  the  surface,  and,  lastly,  the  authorities  to  be  found  in  the 
books,  so  far  as  any  inference  can  be  drawn  from  them  bearing 
on  the  point  now  under  discussion,  that  there  is  a  marked  and 
substantial  difference  between  the  two  cases,  and  that  they  are  not 
to  be  governed  by  the  same  rule  of  law. 

"The  ground  and  origin  of  the  law  which  governs  streams 
running  in  their  natural  course  would  seem  to  be  this,  that  the 
right  enjoyed  by  the  several  proprietors  of  the  lands  over  which 
they  flow  is,  and  always  has  been,  public  and  notorious ;  that  the 
enjoyment  has  been  long  continued — in  ordinary  cases,  indeed, 
time  out  of  mind — and  uninterrupted;  each  man  knowing  what 
he  receives  and  what  has  always  been  received  from  the  higher 
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(/)  (1833),  5  B.  &  Ad.  1 ;  2  Nev.  & 
M.  747 ;  39  R.  R.  354. 


iff)  (1823),   1  S.  &  S.  190;  24  R.  R. 
169. 
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'- —  mitted  to  the  lower.     The  rule,  therefore,  either  assumes  for  its 

A     4 

BhmdeU,  foundation  the  implied  assent  and  agreement  of  the  proprietors  of 
the  different  lands  from  all  ages,  or  perhaps  it  may  be  considered 
as  a  rule  of  positive  law,  (which  would  seem  to  be  the  opinion  of 
Fleta  and  of  Blackstone,)  the  origin  of  which  is  lost  by  the 
progress  of  time ;  or  it  may  not  be  unfitly  treated  as  laid  down 
by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  judgment  in  the  case  of  Tyler  v. 
Wilkimon^  in  the  Courts  of  the  United  States  (/i),  as  *  an  incident 
to  the  land;  and  that  whoever  seeks  to  found  an  exclusive  use 
must  establish  a  rightful  appropriation  in  some  manner  known 
and  admitted  by  the  law.'  But  in  the  case  of  a  well  sunk  by  a 
proprietor  in  his  own  land,  the  water  which  feeds  it  from  a 
neighbouring  soil  does  not  flow  openly  in  the  sight  of  the 
neighbouring  proprietor,  but  through  the  hidden  veins  of  the 
earth  beneath  its  surface.  No  man  can  tell  what  changes  these 
underground  sources  have  undergone  in  the  progress  of  time.  It 
may  well  be,  that  it  is  only  yesterday's  date,  that  they  first  took 
the  course  and  direction  which  enabled  them  to  supply  the  well. 
Again,  no  proprietor  knows  what  portion  of  water  is  taken  from 
beneath  his  own  soil ;  how  much  he  gives  originally,  or  how  much 
he  transmits  only,  or  how  much  he  receives:  on  the  contrary, 
until  the  well  is  sunk,  and  the  water  collected  by  draining  into  it, 
there  cannot  properly  be  said,  with  reference  to  the  well,  to  be 
any  flow  of  water  at  all.  In  the  case,  therefore,  of  the  well,  thei'e 
can  be  no  ground  for  implying  any  mutual  consent  or  agreement, 
for  ages  past,  between  the  owners  of  the  several  lands  beneath 
which  the  underground  springs  may  exist,  which  is  one  of  the 
foundations  on  which  the  law  as  to  running  streams  is  supposed 
to  be  built ;  nor,  for  the  same  reason,  can  any  trace  of  a  positive 
law  be  inferred  from  long-continued  acquiescence  and  submission, 
whilst  the  very  existence  of  the  underground  springs  or  of  the 
well  may  be  unknown  to  the  proprietors  of  the  soil. 

'*  But  the  difference  between  the  two  cases  with  respect  to  the 
consequences,  if  the  same  law  is  to  be  applied  to  both,  is  still  more 
apparent.  In  the  case  of  the  running  stream,  the  owner  of  the 
soil  merely  transmits  the  water  over  its  surface:  he  receives  as 
much  from  his  higher  neighbour  as  he  sends  down  to  his  neighbour 
below :   he  is  neither  better  nor  worse :   the  level  of  the  water 


(A)  4  Ma8on*8  (American)  Reports,  401. 
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remains  the  same.  But  if  the  man  who  sinks  the  well  in  his  own 
land  can  acquire  by  that  act  an  absolute  and  indefeasible  right  to 
the  water  that  collects  in  it,  he  has  the  power  of  preventing  his 
neighbour  from  making  any  use  of  the  spring  in  his  own  soil 
which  shall  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  weU.  He  has 
the  power,  still  further,  of  debarring  the  owner  of  the  land  in 
which  the  spring  is  first  found,  or  through  which  it  is  transmitted, 
from  draining  his  land  for  the  proper  cultivation  of  the  soil ;  and 
thus,  by  an  act  which  is  voluntary  on  his  part,  and  which  may  be 
entirely  unsuspected  by  his  neighbour,  he  may  impose  on  such 
n^ghbour  the  necessity  of  bearing  a  heavy  expense,  if  the  latter 
has  erected  machinery  for  the  purposes  of  mining,  and  discovers 
when  too  late,  that  the  appropriation  of  the  water  has  already  been 
made.  Further,  the  advantage  on  one  side,  and  the  detriment  to 
the  other,  may  bear  no  proportion.  The  well  may  be  sunk  to 
supply  a  cottage,  or  a  drinking-place  for  cattle ;  whilst  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  land  may  be  prevented  from  winning  metals  and 
minerals  of  inestimable  value.  And,  lastly,  there  is  no  limit  of 
space  within  which  the  claim  of  right  to  an  imderground  spring 
can  be  confined  :  in  the  present  case  the  nearest  coal-pit  is  at  the 
distance  of  half  a  mile  from  the  well ;  it  is  obvious  the  law  must 
equally  apply  if  there  is  an  interval  of  many  miles. 

"  Considering,  therefore,  the  state  of  circumstances  upon  which 
the  law  is  grounded  in  the  one  case  to  be  entirely  dissimilar  from 
those  which  exist  in  the  other ;  and  that  the  application  of  the 
same  rule  to  both  would  lead,  in  many  cases,  to  consequences  at 
once  unreasonable  and  unjust ;  we  feel  ourselves  warranted  in 
holding,  upon  principle,  that  the  case  now  under  discussion  does 
not  fall  within  the  rule  which  obtains  as  to  surface  streams,  nor  is 
it  to  be  governed  by  analogy  therewith. 

"  No  case  has  been  cited  on  either  side  bearing  directly  on  the 
subject  in  dispute.  The  case  of  Cooper  v.  Barber  (t),  which 
approaches  the  nearest  to  it,  seems  to  make  against  the  pro- 
position contended  for  by  the  plaintiff.  In  that  case  the  de- 
fendant had  for  many  years  penned  back  a  stream  for  the  purpose 
of  irrigation,  in  consequence  of  which  the  water  had  percolated 
through  a  porous  and  gravelly  soil  into  the  plaintiff's  land ;  but 
as  this  percolation  had  been  insensible,  and  imknown  by  the 
plaintiff  until  the  land  was  applied  for  building  purposes,  the 
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Court  held,  that  the  defendant  had  gained  no  right  thereby,  bo 
to  justify  its  continuance.  The  case  of  Partridge  v.  Scott  (A*)  is 
an  authority  to  -show,  that  a  man,  by  building  a  house  on  the 
extremity  of  his  own  land,  does  not  thereby  acquire  any  right  of 
easement,  for  support  or  otherwise,  over  the  adjoining  land  of  his 
neighbour.  It  is  said  in  that  case,  *  he  has  no  right  to  load  his 
own  soil,  so  as  to  make  it  require  the  support  of  that  of  his 
neighbour,  unless  he  has  some  grant  to  that  effect.'  It  must 
follow,  by  parity  of  reason,  that,  if  he  digs  a  well  in  his  own 
land  so  close  to  the  soil  of  his  neighbour,  as  to  require  the  sup- 
port of  a  rib  of  clay  or  of  stone  in  his  neighbour's  land  to  retain 
the  water  in  the  well,  no  action  would  lie  against  the  owner  of  the 
adjacent  land  for  digging  away  such  clay  or  stone,  which  is  his 
own  property,  and  thereby  letting  out  the  water;  and  it  would 
seem  to  make  no  difference  as  to  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties,  if 
the  well  stands  some  distance  within  the  plaintiff's  boundary,  and 
the  digging  by  the  defendant,  which  occasions  the  water  to  flow 
from  the  well,  is  some  distance  within  the  defendant's  boundary  ; 
which  is,  in  substance,  the  very  case  before  us. 

"The  Eoman  law  forms  no  rule,  binding  in  itself,  upon  the 
subjects  of  these  realms;  but  in  deciding  a  case  upon  principle, 
where  no  direct  authority  can  be  cited  from  our  books,  it  affords 
no  small  evidence  of  the  soundness  of  the  conclusion  at  which  we 
have  arrived,  if  it  proves  to  be  supported  by  that  law,  the  fruit  of 
the  researches  of  the  most  learned  men,  the  collective  wisdom  of 
ages  and  the  groundwork  of  the  municipal  law  of  most  of  the 
countries  in  Europe. 

"  The  authority  of  one  at  least  of  the  learned  Eoman  lawyers 
appears  decisive  upon  the  point  in  favour  of  the  defendants ;  of 
some  others  the  opinion  is  expressed  with  more  obscurity.  In  the 
Digest,  lib.  39,  tit.  3,  De  aqu&  et  aquas  pluvise  arcendsB,  s.  12, 
*Denique  Marcellus  scribit,  Cum  eo,  qui  in  suo  fodiens  vicini 
fontem  avertit,  nihil  posse  agi,  nee  de  dolo  actionem  :  et  sane  non 
debet  habere,  si  non  animo  vicino  nocendi,  sed  suum  agrum 
meliorem  faciendi,  id  fecit.' 

"It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say,  that  we  intimate  no  opinion 
whatever  as  to  what  might  be  the  rule  of  law,  if  there  had  been 
an  uninterrupted  user  of  the  right  for  more  than  the  last  twenty 
years ;  but,  confining  ourselves  strictly  to  the  facts  stated  in  the 


(k)  (1838),  3  M.  &  W.  230 ;  49  R.  R.  578. 


EIGHTS  TO  WATER. 


285 


bill  o{  exceptions,  we  ^liinV  the  present  case,  for  the  reasons 
above  given,  is  not  to  be  governed  by  the  law  which  applies  to 
rivers  and  flowing  streams,  but  that  it  rather  falls  within  that 
principle,  which  gives  to  the  owner  of  the  soil  all  that  lies  beneath 
its  surface ;  that  the  land  immediately  below  is  his  property, 
whether  it  is  solid  rock,  or  porous  ground,  or  venous  earth,  or 
part  soil,  part  water ;  that  the  person  who  owns  the  surface 
may  dig  therein,  and  apply  all  that  is  there  found  to  his  own 
purposes  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure ;  and  that  if,  in  the  exercise 
of  such  right,  he  intercepts  or  drains  off  the  water  collected  from 
underground  springs  in  his  neighbour's  well,  this  inconvenience 
to  his  neighbour  falls  within  the  description  of  damnum  absque 
injuria,  which  cannot  become  the  ground  of  an  action. 

"  We  think,  therefore,  the  direction  given  by  the  learned  judge 
at  the  trial  was  correct,  and  that  the  judgment  already  given  for 
the  defendants  in  the  Court  below  must  be  affirmed.  Judgment 
affirmed.'' 

Though  the  Court  studiously  abstained  from  giving  any  opinion 
as  to  what  their  judgment  would  have  been  had  the  well  been 
shown  to  be  antient,  the  arguments  the  judges  advance  seem  to 
show  that  the  antiquity  of  the  well  would  not  have  forfeited  the 
right ;  [and  the  principle  of  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords 
in  Chwsetnore  v.  Richards,  post,  has  settled  the  point. 

In  IHckiman  v.  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.  (/),  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  laid  down  that  an  action  would  lie  against  a  landowner 
for  digging  a  well  and  so  preventing  subterraneous  water  from 
reaching  a  natural  surface  stream,  which  it  would  otherwise  have 
reached,  and  this  whether  the  water  was  part  of  an  underground 
watercourse,  or  would  have  reached  the  stream  by  percolation 
through  the  intervening  strata ;  but  this  opinion  has  been  overruled 
by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Chasemorc  v.  Richards  (m), 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  (n). 
The  facts  of  that  case  appear  from  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  which 
was  acted  on  by  the  House  of  Lords.  That  opinion  was  as 
follows : — 

'^  It  appears  by  the  facts  that  are  found  in  this  case,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  occupier  of  an  antient  mill  on  the  river  Wandle,  and 
that  for  more  than  sixty  years  before  the  present  action  he  and  all 
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Percolating    [the  preceding  occupiers  of  the  mill  used  and  enjoyed,  as  of  right, 
the  flow  of  the  river  for  the  purpose  of  working  their  mill.     It  ako 


Richardt'  appears  that  the  river  Wandle  is,  and  always  has  been,  supplied, 
above  the  plaintifE's  mill,  in  part  by  the  water  produced  by  the 
rainfall  on  a  district  of  many  thousand  acres  in  extent,  comprising 
the  town  of  Croydon  and  its  vicinity.  The  water  of  the  rainfall 
sinks  into  the  ground  to  various  depths,  and  then  flows  and  perco- 
lates through  the  strata  to  the  river  Wandle,  part  rising  to  the 
surface,  and  part  finding  its  way  underground  in  courses  which 
continually  vary.  The  defendant  represents  the  members  of  the 
Local  Board  of  Health  of  Croydon,  who,  for  the  purpose  of 
supplying  the  town  of  Croydon  with  water,  and  for  other  sanitary 
purposes,  sank  a  well  in  their  own  land  in  the  town  of  Croydon, 
and  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  river  Wandle ;  and  pumped 
up  large  quantities  of  water  from  their  well  for  the  supply  of  the 
town  of  Croydon ;  and  by  means  of  the  well  and  the  pumping,  the 
local  board  of  health  did  divert,  abstract,  and  intercept  under- 
ground water,  but  underground  water  only,  that  otherwise  would 
have  flowed  and  found  its  way  into  the  river  Wandle,  and  so  to 
the  plaintifE's  mill;  and  the  quantity  so  diverted  abstracted  and 
intercepted  was  sufficient  to  be  of  sensible  value  towards  the  work- 
ing of  the  plaintiff's  mill.  The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff 
can  maintain  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  this  diversion, 
abstraction,  and  interception  of  the  underground  water. 

"  The  law  respecting  the  right  to  water  flowing  in  definite, 
visible  channels  may  be  considered  as  pretty  well  settled  by  several 
modern  decisions,  and  is  very  clearly  enunciated  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  case  of  Embrey  v.  Oicen  (o).  But 
the  law,  as  laid  down  in  those  cases,  is  inapplicable  to  the  case  of 
subterranean  water  not  flowing  in  any  definite  channel,  nor  indeed 
at  all,  in  the  ordinary  sense,  but  percolating  or  oozing  through  the 
soil,  more  or  less,  according  to  the  quantity  of  rain  that  may  chance 
to  fall.  The  inapplicability  of  the  general  law,  respecting  rights 
to  water,  to  such  a  case,  has  been  recognized  and  observed  upon  by 
many  judges  whose  opinions  are  of  the  greatest  weight  and 
authority.  In  the  case  of  Rawstron  v.  Taylor  (p),  Baron  Parke,  in 
the  course  of  delivering  judgment,  says,  *This  is  the  case  of 
common  surface  water  flowing  in  no -definite  channel,  though  con- 
tributing to  the  supply  of  the  plaintiff's  mill.     The  water  having 
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[no  definite  course,  and  the  supply  not  being  constant,  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  it.  The  right  to  have  a  stream  running  in  its 
natural  direction  does  not  depend  upon  a  supposed  grant,  but  is 
jure  naturcB.' 

"  In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the 
subsequent  case  of  Broadbent  v.  Ramsbotham  (^),  Baron  Alderson 
observes,  that  *  all  the  water  falling  from  heaven,  and  shed  upon 
the  surface  of  a  hill,  at  the  foot  of  which  a  brook  runs,  must,  bj 
the  natural  force  of  gravity,  find  its  way  to  the  bottom,  and  so 
into  the  brook ;  but  this  does  not  prevent  the  owner  of  the  land 
on  which  it  falls  from  dealing  with  it  as  he  may  please,  and 
appropriating  it.  He  cannot  do  so  if  the  water  has  arrived  at 
and  is  Sowing  in  some  definite  channel.  There  is  here  no  water- 
course at  all.' 

"In  the  earlier  case  of  Acton  v.  BlundeU{r)^  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  was  of  opinion  that  the  owner  of  the  surface 
might  apply  subterranean  water  as  he  pleased,  and  that  any  incon- 
venience to  his  neighbour  from  so  doing  was  damnum  absque 
injuria,  and  gave  no  ground  of  action. 

"  There  is  no  case  or  authority  of  which  I  am  aware  that  can 
be  cited  in  support  of  the  position  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff, 
or  in  which  the  right  to  subterranean  percolating  water  adverse 
to  that  of  the  owner  of  the  soil  came  in  question,  except  the  nisi 
prius  case  of  Baiston  v.  Ben8ted{s)^  and  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand 
Junction  Canal  Co,  {t). 

"  In  the  first  of  these  cases.  Lord  EUenborough  is  reported  to 
have  expressed  an  opinion  that  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  the 
use  of  water  in  any  manner  afforded  an  exclusive  presumption  of 
right.  This  opinion  amounted  only  to  the  dictum  of  an  eminent 
judge,  followed  by  no  decision  upon  the  point,  for  the  case  ended 
in  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror,  and  is  directly  at  variance  with  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  other  case,  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  relies,  of  Dickimon  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co., 
in  which  the  Court  declared  (u)  *  that  the  right  to  have  a  stream 
running  in  its  natural  course  is  not  by  a  presumed  grant  from 
long  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  riparian  proprietors  above  and 
below,  but  is  ex  jure  naturae,  and  an  incident  of  property  as  much 
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Peroolating    [as  the  riffht  to  have  the  soil  itself  in  its  natural  state,  unaltered 

'- —  by  the  acts  of  a  neighbouring  proprietor,  who  cannot  dig  so  as  to 

JiichardsJ    deprive  it  of  the  support  of  his  land.' 

"  In  the  case  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.,  the 
very  question  now  before  your  Lordships'  house  arose,  and  that 
case  is  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  decisive  authority  in  his 
favour.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  was  of  opinion  that  the 
company,  by  digging  a  well  and  pumping  out  the  water,  and  so 
intercepting  and  diverting  underground  and  percolating  water 
which  would  otherwise  have  gone  into  a  stream  which  flowed 
to  the  plaintiff's  mill,  and  was  applied  to  the  working  of  it,  had 
become  liable  to  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  right  at 
common  law.  In  the  same  judgment,  however,  the  Court  refers  {x) 
to  the  case  of  Acton  v.  Blandell  apparently  with  approbation,  and 
observes, '  that  the  existence  and  state  of  underground  water  is 
generally  unknown  before  a  well  is  made ;  and  after  it  is  made 
there  is  a  difficulty  in  knowing  cei^tainly  how  much,  if  any,  of  the 
water  of  the  well,  when  the  ground  was  in  its  natural  state, 
belonged  to  the  owner  in  right  of  his  property  in  the  soil,  and 
how  much  belonged  to  his  neighbour.  These  practical  uncer- 
tainties make  it  very  reasonable  not  to  apply  the  rules  which 
regulate  the  enjoyment  of  streams  and  waters  above  ground  to 
subterranean  waters.'  But  the  Court,  without  at  all  adverting  to 
this  distinction  which  it  had  adopted,  treated  the  case  of  under- 
ground percolating  water  as  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  would 
obtain  in  the  ease  of  visible  streams  and  watercourses  above 
groimd ;  and  no  remark  or  comment  was  made  or  reason  assigned 
by  the  Court  for  arriving  at  a  conclusion  which  not  only  does  not 
seem  warranted  by  the  premises  previously  adopted,  but  is  in 
effect  hardly  consistent  with  them.  The  plaintiff  in  that  case 
was  held  to  have  a  cause  of  action,  independently  of  any  infringe- 
ment of  a  right  at  common  law,  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  an 
agreement  between  the  parties  and  of  an  Act  of  Parliament ;  and 
a  decision  upon  the  right  at  common  law  seems  not  to  have  been 
necessary  for  determining  the  suit  between  the  parties.  These 
considerations  greatly  weaken  the  effect  of  the  case  of  Dickinson 
V.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.y  as  an  authority  against  the 
defendant  upon  the  point  now  in  question ;  but  it  is  an  authority 
in  his  favour  to  show  that  a  right  to  water  is  not  by  a  presumed 
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[grant  from  long  acquiescence,  but,  if  it  exists  at  all,  is  jure 
naturse,  and  that  the  rules  of  law  that  regulate  the  rights  of 
parties  to  the  use  of  water  are  hardly,  or  rather  not  at  all,  applic- 
able to  the  case  of  waters  percolating  underground. 

"  In  such  a  case  as  the  present,  is  any  right  derived  from  the 
use  of  the  water  of  the  river  Wandle  for  upwards  of  twenty  years 
for  working  the  plaintiflE's  mill?  Any  such  right  against  another, 
founded  upon  length  of  enjoyment,  is  supposed  to  have  originated 
in  some  grant  which  is  presumed  from  the  owner  of  what  is  some- 
times called  the  servient  tenement.  But  what  grant  can  be 
presumed  in  the  case  of  percolating  waters,  depending  upon  the 
quantity  of  rain  falling  or  the  natural  moisture  of  the  soil,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  visible  means  of  knowing  to  what  extent,  if 
at  all,  the  enjoyment  of  the  plaintiff's  mill  would  be  affected  by  any 
water  percolating  in  and  out  of  the  defendant's  or  any  other  land  ? 
The  presumption  of  a  grant  only  arises  where  the  person  against 
whom  it  is  to  be  raised  might  have  prevented  the  exercise  of  the 
subject  of  the  presumed  grant ;  but  how  could  he  prevent  or  stop 
the  percolation  of  water  P  The  Court  of  Exchequer,  indeed,  in  the 
case  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.^  expressly 
repudiates  the  notion  that  such  a  right  as  that  in  question  can  be 
foimded  on  a  presumed  grant,  but  declares  that  with  respect  to 
running  water  it  is  jure  naturfle.  If  so,  k  fortiori,  the  right,  if  it 
exists  at  all,  in  the  case  of  subterranean  percolating  water,  is  jure 
naturae,  and  not  by  presumed  grant,  and  the  circumstance  of  the 
mill  being  ancient  would  in  that  case  make  no  difference. 

"  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  such  a  right 
as  he  claims  jure  naturae  to  prevent  the  defendant  sinking  a  well 
in  his  own  ground  at  a  distance  from  the  mill,  and  so  absorbing 
the  water  percolating  in  and  into  his  own  ground  beneath  the 
surface,  if  such  absorption  has  the  effect  of  diminishing  the 
quantity  of  water  which  would  otherwise  find  its  way  into  the 
river  Wandle,  and  by  such  diminution  affects  the  working  of  the 
plaintiff's  mill.  It  is  impossible  to  reconcile  such  a  right  with 
the  natural  and  ordinary  rights  of  landowners,  or  to  fix  any 
reasonable  limits  to  the  exercise  of  such  a  right.  Such  a  right 
as  that  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  would  interfere  with,  if  not 
prevent  the  draining  of  land  by  the  owner.  Suppose,  as  it  was 
put  at  the  bar  in  argument,  a  man  sank  a  well  upon  his  own  laud, 
and  the  amount  of  percolating  water  which  found  a  way  into  it 
had  no  sensible  effect  upon  the  quantity  of  water  in  the  river 

19 
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£ieharda. 
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[which  ran  to  the  plaintiff's  mill,  no  action  would  be  maintainable  ; 
but  if  many  landowners  sank  wells  upon  their  own  lands,  and 
thereby  absorbed  so  much  of  the  percolating  water,  by  the  united 
effect  of  all  the  wells,  as  would  sensibly  and  injuriously  diminish 
the  quantity  of  water  in  the  river,  though  no  one  well  alone  would 
have  that  effect,  could  an  action  be  maintained  against  any  one 
of  them,  and,  if  any,  which — for  it  is  clear  that  no  action  oould 
be  maintained  against  them  jointly  P 

"In  the  course  of  the  argument  one  of  your  lordships  (Lord 
Brougham)  adverted  to  the  French  Artesian  well  at  the  Abattoir 
de  Grenelle,  which  was  said  to  draw  part  of  its  supplies  from  a 
distance  of  forty  miles,  but  underground,  and,  as  far  as  is  known, 
from  percolating  water.  In  the  present  case  the  water  which 
finds  its  way  into  the  defendant's  well  is  drained  from,  and  perco- 
lates through,  an  extensive  district,  but  it  is  impossible  to  say 
how  much  from  any  part.  If  the  rain  which  has  fallen  may  not 
be  intercepted  whilst  it  is  merely  percolating  through  the  soil,  no 
man  could  safely  collect  the  rain  water  as  it  fell  into  a  pond ;  nor 
would  he  have  a  right  to  intercept  its  fall,  before  it  reached  the 
ground,  by  extensive  roofing,  from  which  it  might  be  conveyed  to 
tanks,  to  the  sensible  diminution  of  water  which  had,  before  the 
erection  of  such  impediments,  reached  the  ground  and  flowed  to 
the  plaintiff's  mill.  In  the  present  case  the  defendant's  well  is 
only  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  river  Wandle  ;  but  the  question 
would  have  been  the  same  if  the  distance  had  been  ten  or  twenty 
or  more  miles  distant,  provided  the  effect  had  been  to  prevent 
imderground  percolating  water  from  finding  its  way  into  the  river, 
and  increasing  its  quantity,  to  the  detriment  of  the  plaintiff's  mill. 
Such  a  right  as  that  claimed  hy  the  plaintiff  is  so  indefinite  and  un- 
limited that,  unsupported  as  it  is  by  any  weight  of  authority,  we 
do  not  think  that  it  can  be  well  founded,  or  that  the  present  action 
is  maintainable ;  and  we  therefore  answer  your  lordships'  question 
in  the  negative." 

The  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  was  in  favour  of  the 
defendant,  and  affirms  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  above 
opinion  (y). 


(y)  And  see  English  v.  Metropolitan 
Water  Board,  [1907]  1  K.  B.  688.  The 
queBtion  sometiineB  arises,  whether  a 
man  is  liable,  not  for  intercepting,  but 
for  causing  thejhto  o/ subterranean  water 


into  his  neighbour's  land.  As  to  this, 
see  Smith  v.  Kenrick  (1849),  7  C.  B.  516 ; 
78  R.  B.  745,  and  other  oases  on  the 
law  of  negligence. 
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[The  right  to  intercept  underground  water  has,  perhaps,  been    Percolating 

carried  furthest  in  Bradford  Corporation  v.  Ferrattd  (s),  where  it  '- — 

was  held  that  underground  water,  even  though  flowing  in  a 
defined  chauDel,  may  be  intercepted  and  abstracted  if  the  course 
of  that  underground  channel  is  not  known  and  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained except  by  excavation. 

The  principle  of  Acton  v.  Blundell  applies  to  the  case  of  Draining 
draining  oflf  the  water  already  collected  in  a  well,  and  not  merely  ■*®'®^  -wrater. 
to  that  of  intercepting  the  water  which  would  otherwise  have 
flowed  into  it.  See  the  case  of  Neic  River  Co,  v.  Johnson  {a)y 
in  which  it  was  attempted  without  success  to  distinguish  the  two 
eases,  and  so  to  narrow  the  effect  of  the  authorities  already 
cited. 

And  in  The  Salt  Union,  Ltd.  v.  B runner,  Mond  8f  Co.  (h),  the  Salt  Union, 
principle  of  Acton  v.  Blundell  was  applied,  although  the  under-  Brunner 
ground  liquid  "drawn   off   by  the   defendants  in  the  course    of  ^^^  *  ^^^ 
pumping  operations  carried  on  by  them  on  their  own  land  was 
brine    mainly   formed  by  the  dissolution    of    rock-salt    in    the 
plaintiffs'  salt  mines,  and  although  it  was  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
defendants  had,  by  such  operations,  abstracted  a  large  quantity  of 
salt  from  the  beds   of  rock-salt  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
that  if  the  defendants'  brine-pumping  was  continued  more  of  the 
plaintiffs'  rock  would  be  dissolved,  and  the  salt  abstracted  there- 
from.    Notwithstanding  these  facts,  it  was  held  that  the  defendants 
were  guilty  of  no  actionable  wrong. 

It  results  from  the  series  of  authorities  abeady  referred  to,  that  Condusion. 
no  action  will  lie  against  a  man  who,  by  digging  wells  or  cutting 
drains  in  his  own  land,  thereby  drains  his  neighbour's  land  also, 
whether  by  intercepting  the  flow  of  the  water  percolating  through 


(z)  [1902]  2  Ch.  666. 

(a)  (I860),  2  E.  &  £.  435.  In  Ennor 
V.  ^artt>*//(1860),  2  Giff.  410  ;  on  appeal, 
1  De  G.,  F.  &  J.  629,  according  to  the 
report,  it  might  be  sapponed  that  the 
Vice-ChanceUor  was  of  opinion,  thnt 
the  queatioD,  whether  tiie  principlcrt 
established  by  Chmemore  v.  Rich  ar da 
are  applicable  to  a  particular  cose,  ii 
affected  bj  the  distance  through  which 
the  water  woald  have  to  percolate  before 
reaching  the  plaintiff^ s  land;  but  it  is 
impoflsible  to  reconcile  this  view  with 
the  existing  authorities,  and  probably 


it  would  be  found  that  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  his  Honour  on  that  part  of  the 
case  amounted  really  to  a  fiDdiug  oc 
fact,  that  the  interruption  complulned 
of  was  like  that  of  the  interruption  of 
a  natural  btreaui  at  its  very  hource  (see 
ante,  p.  249) ;  but  whether  the  facts 
would  justify  nuch  a  iindiug  is  a  ques- 
tion which  cannot  be  here  discussed. 

[b)  [1906]  2  K.  B.  822.  As  to  sub- 
sidence caused  by  the  pumping  uf  brine, 
see  the  Brine  Pumping  (Compensation 
for  Subsidence)  Act,  1891. 


19  (2) 
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[the  pores  of  the  soil,  and  which,  but  for  such  digging  or  draining 
would  have  reached  his  neighbour's  land,  or  by  causing  the  water 
already  collected  in  fact  on  his  neighbour's  soil  to  percolate  away 
from  and  out  of  it ;  and  from  the  case  last  cited  above  it  appears 
that  the  same  statement  of  the  law  holds  good,  even  though  the 
liquid  intercepted  or  caused  to  percolate  away  abstracts  along  with 
it  some  ingredient  of  the  neighbour's  soil  of  commercial  value  (e). 

"  The  percolating  water  below  the  surface  of  the  earth  is  a 
common  reservoir  or  source  in  which  nobody  has  any  property,  but 
of  which  everybody  has,  as  far  as  he  can,  the  right  of  appropriating 
the  whole  "(fl?). 

In  Grand  Jtmcfion  Canal  Co.  v.  Shugar  (e),  it  appears,  in  the 
report  contained  in  the  Law  Reports,  that  Lord  Hatherley,  L.  C, 
held  that,  although  a  landowner  will  not  in  general  be  restrained 
from  drawing  off  the  subterranean  water  in  the  adjoining  land, 
yet  he  will  be  restrained  if  in  so  doing  he  draws  off  the  water 
flowing  in  a  defined  surface  channel  through  the  adjoining  land. 
It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  this  decision  with  those  referred  to  above 
if  the  facts  showed  only  a  withdrawal  of  underground  water,  but 
it  appears  that  the  case  was  decided  on  the  footing  that  there  was 
a  direct  tapping  of  the  defined  surface  channel  (/). 

The  same  law  applies  where  the  surface  and  the  mines  beneath 
it  belong  to  different  owners,  and  where  the  sm-face  has  been 
granted  and  the  mines  retained.  The  owner  of  the  mine  is  not 
responsible  if,  in  working  the  mines,  he  drains  the  water  from  the 
surface.  "  The  grant  of  the  surface  cannot  carry  with  it  more  than 
the  absolute  ownership  of  the  entire  soil  would  include.  The 
absolute  ownership  is  held  not  to  include  a  right  to  be  protected 
from  loss  of  water  by  percolation  into  openings  made  in  the  soil  of 
the  neighbouring  owner.  How  then  can  the  grant  of  the  surface 
only  be  held  to  include  such  a  protection  ?  To  hold  otherwise 
might  not  improbably  result  in  rendering  the  reservation  of  mines 
and  minerals  wholly  useless.     Percolation  of  water  into  mines  is  an 


{c)  The  liquid  must,  however,  he  of 
the  nature  of  water  ;  the  same  rale  does 
not  hold  good  for  example  in  the  case  of 
natural  pitch,  see  The  Trinidnd  Asphalt 
Co.  V.  Ambard,  [189v*]  A.  C.  594. 

id)  Per  Brett,  M.  R.,  in  Ballard  v. 
Tomlinson  (1885),  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  at 
p.  121.  Cf.  R.  V.  Metropolitan  Board 
(1863),  3  B.  &  S.  710 ;  Mayor  of  Brad- 


fordy.  Pickles,  [1895]  A.  C.  687. 

(e)  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  483. 

(/)  See  the  same  case  reported  24  L.T. 
402 ;  and  see  Jordeson  v.  Sutton,  South' 
coates  and  Drypool  Gas  Co.,  [1899]  2  Ch. 
217,  per  Vaughan  Williams,  L.  J.,  at 
p.  i251  ;  English  y.  Metropolitan  Water 
Board,  [1907]  1  K.  B.  688,  at  p.  601. 
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[almost  necessary  incident  of  mining.   And  if  the  grant  of  the  sur-    ^^J^^ 

face  carries  with  it  a  right  to  be  protected  from  any  loss  of  surface  

water  by  percolation,  the  owner  of  the  surface  would  hold  the 
owner  of  the  mines  at  his  mercy ;  for  he  would  be  entitled  by 
injunction  to  inhibit  the  working  of  mines  at  all.  It  is  not  at 
variance  with  this  view  that  the  case  of  Whitehead  v.  Pai^ks  (g)  was 
decided,  because  in  that  case  there  was  a  lease  and  a  distinct  grant 
of  the  injured  springs  eo  nomine  "  (h). 
If  the  grant  of  the  surface  was  made  for  some  express  purpose  Crrant  of 

•i  11*1  ''ji  1'  p  1A  surf  ace  for 

necessarily  and  obviously  requiring  the  continuance  oi  a  supply  of  express 
surface  water,  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  above  passage  might  P^pos©. 
come  into  conflict  with  the  principle  involved  in  the  decisions  cited 
above  (*)  upon  the  maxim  that  a  man  may  not  derogate  from  his 
own  grant.  It  is  conceived,  however,  that  even  in  such  a  case  the 
surface  owner  could  not  claim  a  continuance  of  the  surface  water 
so  as  to  prevent  the  working  of  the  minerals.  The  reservation 
of  the  minerals  would,  it  is  thought,  include  all  the  natural  and 
legal  incidents  consequent  upon  the  working  necessary  to  win 
them. 

Where  land  was  granted  for  building  subject  to  a  chief  rent,  and  Water 
cottages  were  built  upon  it,  and  the  owner  afterwards  gi^anted  the  bmi^gB.^ 
adjacent  land  to  the  builders  of  a  church,  whose  excavations  so  far 
drained  the  land  on  which  the  cottages  stood  that  the  soil  subsided 
and  they  became  cracked  and  damaged,  the  church  builders  were 
held  not  responsible.  The  Court  said,  "  although  there  is  no  doubt 
that  a  man  has  no  right  to  withdraw  from  his  neighbour  the  sup- 
port of  adjacent  soil,  there  is  nothing  at  common  law  to  prevent 
his  draining  that  soil  if  for  any  reason  it  becomes  necessary  or 
convenient  for  him  to  do  so.  It  may  indeed  be,  that  when  one 
grants  land  to  another  for  some  special  purposes, — ^for  building 
purposes,  for  example, — ^then  since,  according  to  the  old  maxim,  a 
man  cannot  derogate  from  his  own  grant,  the  grantor  cannot  do 
anything  whatever  with  his  own  land  which  might  have  the  effect 
of  rendering  the  land  granted  less  fit  for  the  special  purpose  in 
question  than  it  otherwise  might  have  been."  They  held  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  grant  to  the  plaintiff  to  warrant  the  infer- 
ence of  an  implied  condition  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  doing 


{p)  (1868),  2  H.  &  N.  870.  v.  £arl  of  Lonsdale,  [1899]  2  Oh.  233, 

(A)  Ballaeorkiaht  ^.  Co.    v.  Harrison      note. 
(1873),  L.  R.  6  P.  C.  49  ;  see  Littledale  (•)  p.  113,  note  (^). 
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V.  Ainbard, 


[with  the  adjacent  land  what  was  incidental  to  its  ordinary  use, 
viz.,  draining  it  in  order  to  render  it  more  capahle  of  being  adapted 
to  building  purposes  {k). 

In  two  recent  cases  the  plaintiS  has  succeeded  in  actions  claim- 
ing relief  in  respect  of  subsidence,  but  these  cases  do  not,  when 
examined,  conflict  with  the  last  mentioned  decision. 

In  Jordeson  v.  Suttony  Southcoates  and  Drypool  Gcw  Co,  (/),  the 
defendants  carried  out  excavation  works  upon  their  property, 
which  adjoined  the  plainti£E*s  property,  and  in  the  course  of  such 
excavation  cut  through  a  stratum  of  running  silt,  with  the  result 
that  the  plaintiff's  houses  erected  upon  his  adjoining  property 
subsided.  The  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  whether  the  stratum 
of  silt  could  truly  be  considered  to  be  muddy  water  or  wet  sand, 
and  in  effect  the  decision  turned  upon  the  view  taken  by  a  majority 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  as  to  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  this 
evidence,  two  of  the  learned  Lords  Justices  (wi)  holding  that  the 
plaintiff's  land  was  supported,  not  by  a  stratum  of  water,  but  by 
a  bed  of  wet  sand,  whilst  the  third  {n)  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  withdrawal  of  subterranean  water  support  had  caused  the 
subsidence.  The  decision  of  a  majority  of  the  Court  was  there- 
fore based  upon  the  ordinary  law  with  regard  to  the  right  to 
support  (o),  and  not  upon  the  question  now  under  consideration. 

The  Trinidad  Asphalt  Co,  v.  Amlard  {p)y  was  an  appeal  from  a 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Trinidad 
and  Tobago.  In  that  case  the  subsidence  of  the  plaintiffs'  land 
was  caused  by  the  oozing  and  escape  of  pitch,  which  formed  the 
main  ingredient  of  the  plaintiffs'  land,  consequent  upon  excavations 
on  the  defendant's  adjacent  lands.  The  judgment  of  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  was  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs, 
but  the  grounds  of  the  decision  were  based  upon  the  conclusion 
that  the  pitch  or  asphalt  which  escaped  from  beneath  the  plaintiffs' 
land  was  not  in  the  nature  of  water.  "  Asphaltum,"  said  Lord 
Macnaghten  in  delivering  the  judgment,  quoting  an  observation 
from  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  before  whom  the 
action  was  originally  tried,  "  is  a  mineral,  not  water." 


(k)  Popplewell  v.  ffodkins(m  (1869), 
L.  R.  4  Exch.  248 ;  cf.  billot  v.  North- 
Ea»tern  Railuray  (1863),  10  H.  L.  333. 

(t)  [1899]  2  Ch.  217  ;  affirming  the 
decision    of  North,   J.,    [1898]   2   Ch. 


614. 


(f/i)  Lindley,  M.  R.,  and  Bigby,  L.J. 
(n)  Vanghan  WilliaiDB,  L.  J. 
\o)  Po*t,  Chap.  IV. 
{P)  [1899]  A.  C.  694. 
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[But,  althoTigli  a  man  is  not  bound  to  prevent  the  water  peroo-    Percjolating 
lating  through  his  land  from  coming  to  his  neighbour,  or  may 


drain  the  water  from  his  neighbour's  land,  he  cannot  foul  the  water    ^  "^' 
percolating  from  his  land  to  his  neighbour's  injury  (q). 

A  grant  of  all  streams  of  water  that  might  be  found  in  land,  Grant  of 
when  at  the  time  of  the  grant  there  was  but  one  stream  and  several  ^^^^* 
wells,  was  held  to  include  the  underground  water  in  the  land ;  the 
graator  could  not,  nor  could  any  one  claiming  under  him,  do  any- 
thing the  effect  of  which  could  be  to  drain  such  underground  water 
from  the  land  (r). 

But  a  grant  of  an  artificial  watercourse  as  shown  in  a  plan,  with 
the  stream  and  springs  flowing  into  or  feeding  the  same,  has  been 
held  to  be  a  grant  of  the  artificial  channel  and  of  the  definite 
springs  and  streams  feeding  it,  and  of  such  other  water  as  should 
run  into  and  down  the  channel  as  it  stood,  and  not  to  justify 
the  grantees  in  enlarging  the  channel  so  as  to  carry  ofF  more 
water  («).] 

By  the  civil  law  every  man  had  a  right  to  dig  in  his  own  land  Civil  law. 
for  the  purpose  of  improving  it,  although  he  should  thereby  inter- 
cept the  water,  which  supplied  his  neighbour's  fountain  (t). 

With  regard  to  watercourses  altogether  artificial,  there  seems  Artifioial 
no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  long-continued  submission  of  the 
servient  owner  to  the  discharge  of  water  upon  his  tenement,  or 
to  the  conducting  of  it  through  his  land  by  the  owner  of  the 
dominant  tenement,  will  confer  the  right  to  continue  the  dis- 
charge of  the  water,  or  to  continue  to  receive  the  supply  of  it, 
that  is,  to  continue  to  receive  the  supply  of  it  through  the  land  of 
the  servient  owner  (u). 


(q)  Wood  V.  Waud,  below,  p,  304; 
Hudgkinnon  v.  Ennor  (1863),  4  B.  &  S. 
2J9;  Womeraley  v.  Churek  (1867),  17 
L.  T.,  N.  S.  190 ;  Ballard  ▼.  Tomlimon 
(1885),  29Ch.  Div.  115. 

(r)  Whitehead  v.  Farkt  (1858),  2  H.  & 
N.  870. 

(«)  Taylor  v.  Corporation  of  St.  Helens 
(1877),  t,  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  264.  Cf.  MeNab 
V.  Robertton,  [1897]  A.  C.  129. 

{t)  Maroellus  horibit,  Gam  eo,  qui  in 
sno  fodiena  vicini  fontem  avertit,  nihil 
posae  agi,  nee  de  dole  actionem  ;  et  sand 
non  debet  habere,  si  non  animo  vicino 
nocendi,  sed  saiun  agram  meliorem 
faciendi,  id  fecit.— Dig.  39,  3,  1,  §  12, 
de  aq.  et  aq.  pi.  arc. 

Si  in  meo  aqua  irrumpat,  qvue  ex  tuo 


fundo  venas  habeat  si  eas  venas  incide- 
ris,  et  ob  id  desieret  ad  me  aqua  perve- 
nire,  tu  non  videris  vi  feoisse,  si  nulla 
servitus  mihi  eo  nomine  debita  fuerit ; 
nee  interdicto  **  Quod  yi  aut  clam " 
teneris.— Dig.  39.  3,  21. 

Vide  etiam  Dig.  39,  2,  24,  §  12,  de 
damno  infecto. 

iu)  Since  the  first  edition  of  thia  book 
it  nas  been  so  laid  down  in  Magor  v. 
Chadwiek  (1840),  11  A.  &  E.  571,  [which 
on  this  point  is  not  touched  by  Wood  v. 
Waud  (1849),  3  Exch.  748;  77  R.  R. 
809.  And  to  the  same  effect  are  Drewett 
V.  Sheard  (1836),  7  C.  &  P.  465 ;  48 
R.  R.  797 ;  S'4tcliffe  v.  Booth  (1863),  9 
Jur.  N.  S.  1037  ;  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  136 ; 
Ivimey  v.  Slocher  (1866),  L.  R.  1  Ch. 
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Right  to  A  question  of  much  greater  difficulty  arises  in  the  case  of  a 

reoeive  water.     ,.    ,  p        «  i  i  .      ^  ,  11 

aisonarge  01  water,  when  the  servient  owner  seeks  to  compel  the 
dominant  to  continue  it,  and  to  prevent  him  from  altering  its 
course,  and  thus  attempts  to  invert  their  relative  positions,  and 
himself  to  become  dominant. 

The  chief  objection  to  such  a  claim  is,  that  there  is  no  sub- 
mission (patientia)  by  the  dominant  owner  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  water  had  by  the  servient — he  discharges  the  water  for  his 
own  convenience,  and  to  what  use  the  other  may  apply  it  when  so 
discharged  is  immaterial  to  him — he  has  no  means  of  preventing 
such  an  application  but  by  discontinuing  the  discharge,  and  thus 
depriving  himself  of  the  benefit  of  his  own  easement. 

It  may  be  said  that,  according  to  this  argument,  the  party  dis- 
charging the  water  could  acquire  no  right  where  the  other  party 
immediately  on  receiving  it  applied  it  to  some  useful  purpose — 
as  the  latter  had  submitted  to  it  only  because  it  was  advantageous 
to  himself.  The  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  there  is  a  sub- 
mission by  the  receiving  party,  which  does  not  exist  in  the  case 
of  the  discharging  party.  The  active  step,  the  immission  of 
water,  is  the  act  of  the  latter.  It  is  optional  with  the  servient 
owner  to  submit  to  the  immission  or  to  oppose  it.  The  motives 
which  influence  him'  to  do  one  or  the  other  are  immaterial.  The 
real  inquiry  in  such  cases  must  be  by  whose  act  the  water  was  first 
caused  to  flow. 

Supposing  it  to  be  unknown  by  which  party  the  flow  of  water 
was  caused,  and  that  the  flow  is  beneficial  to  the  owners  of  both 
tenements, — to  the  one  by  the  discharge,  to  the  other  by  the  use 
to  which  he  puts  the  water  on  receiving  it, — it  would  probably  be 
presumed  that  a  reciprocal  easement  did  exist. 

[The  proper  inference  from  the  user  of  the  water  and  aU  the 
surrounding  circumstances  may  be  that  the  artificial  watercourse 
was  originally  constructed  upon  the  terms  that  it  was  to  be  treated 
as  a  natural  stream,  and  that  the  rights  of  the  riparian  owners  are 
to  be  regulated  accordingly  (x). 

In  ascertaining  the  rights  with  regard  to  artificial  watercourses, 
regard  must  be  had  to  "first,  the  character  of  the  watercourse. 


396;  Holkei'Y.  Forritt  (1875),  L.  R.  10       Clark,  Son  and  Morland,  [1902]   1  Ch. 
Exch.    69  ;    Bameshur    Fershad   Narain       649.  Cf .  Kensit  v.  Great  Eastern  Raihcay 


Singh  v.   Kowj   Behari  Faituk   (1878),       ,,^«.x   T    T?    07  PTi   TW^   loo  1 

Richards  (1881),  60  L.  J.  Ch.  297  ;  see  W  ^<^^h  ^  Oo,  v.  Ch 

61  L.  J.  Ch.  944 ;  and  Baxly  ^  Co,  ▼.       latid,  [1902]  1  Ch.  649. 
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[whether  it  is  temporary  (y)  or  permanent ;  secondly,  the  oircum-      Right  to 

stances  under  which  it  was  presumably  created ;  and  thirdly,  the  '- 

mode  in  which  it  has  been  in  fact  used  and  enjoyed ''  (s).] 

The  important  case  of  Arkivright  v.  GeU(a)  turned  upon  the  ArkwHghtY, 
right  of  the  party  receiving  water  drained  from  a  mine,  to  compel 
the  owners  of  the  mine  to  continue  such  discharge.     The  Court 
decided  that  no  such  right  existed  in  that  case. 

"  The  plaintiffs  in  this  case,"  said  Lord  Abinger,  on  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the  case  of  Arkivright 
V.  Geily  "  are  the  occupiers  of  certain  cotton  mills,  at  Cromford,  in 
the  county  of  Derby,  and  complain  of  an  illegal  diversion,  by  the 
defendants,  of  the  water  to  which  they  were  of  right  entitled  for 
the  supply  of  their  mills.  The  defendants  by  their  pleas  deny 
that  right,  and  also  insist  that  they  have  not  been  guilty  of  any 
illegal  diversion.  A  special  case  was  reserved  on  the  trial,  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  stating  a  great  number  of  documents  and 
facts,  upon  which  the  Court  are  not  merely  to  give  their  judgment 
on  matters  of  law,  but  to  take  the  office  of  the  jury,  by  deter- 
mining whether  any  and  what  inferences  of  fact  ought  to  be 
drawn  from  the  facts  stated.  This  course  leads  to  one  great 
inconvenience,  as  it  tends  to  confound  the  rule  of  law  with  an 
inference  of  fact  only,  which  inference  might  have  been  varied  by 
a  very  slight  circumstance. 

"  From  the  facts  and  documents,  however,  the  case  appears  to 
be  this: — In  the  beginning  of  the  last  century,  certain  adven- 
turers had  in  part  constructed,  and  were  proceeding  to  continue 
a  sough,  now  called  the  Cromford  Sough,  for  the  purpose  of 
draining  a  portion  of  the  mineral  field  in  the  wapentake  of 
Wirksworth.  How  they  acquired  the  right  to  make  that  sough 
is  not  stated ;  it  was,  however,  without  doubt,  either  by  virtue  of 
the  custom  of  mining  there  prevalent,  or  by  the  express  licence 
of  the  owner  of  the  soil  through  which  it  was  made.  The  ad- 
venturers received  their  remuneration  in  the  shape  of  a  certain 
portion  of  the  ore  raised  from  the  mines  within  the  level  lying 
near  and  benefited  by  the  sough  (technically  called,  within  the 
title  of  the  sough)  in  consequence  of  an  agreement  with  the 
proprietors  of  the  mines.     The  right  to  this  easement,  with  its 


(y)  Cf.  Burrows  v.  Lang,  [1901]  2  Ch.  {z)  Baily  ^  Co,  v.  Clark,  Son  and  Mor- 

502  ;  MeEvoy  v.  Great  Northern  Rail.  Co.,  land  {uhi  sup.),  per  Stirling,  L.  J.,  at  p. 

[1900]  2  Ir.  R.  325  ;  Banna  v.  Pollock,  668. 

[1900]  2  It.  R.  664.  {a}  (1839),  6  M.  &  W.  203. 
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Right  to      aooompanying  advantages,  appears  to  have  been  the  subject  of 

— ; '-  sale  and  conveyance  in  that  district ;  for  in  1738  the  proprietors 

^  OeL  ^'  leased  it  for  999  years  for  a  pecuniary  consideration,  with  a 
reservation  by  way  of  rent  of  a  part  of  the  profits.  Mr.  Ark- 
wright,  under  whom  the  plaintiffs  claim,  and  all  whose  rights 
they  may  be  assumed  to  have  had,  by  demise  from  him,  when 
the  cause  of  action  accrued,  became,  in  1836,  the  purchaser  of 
the  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  that  lease,  and 
he  also  acquired  a  portion  of  the  interest  of  the  lessees,  by  a 
conveyance  from  some  of  them.  It  does  not  appear  to  us  that 
this  circumstance  affects  the  question  between  the  parties  to  this 
suit. 

*'  After  the  sough  had  been  constructed,  and  a  constant  flow 
of  water  thereby  conducted  from  the  mines,  the  late  Sir  Bichard 
Arkwright,  the  father  of  Mr.  Arkwright,  obtained,  in  the  year 
1771,  a  lease  for  eighty-four  years,  from  the  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Cromford  (who,  upon  the  special  case,  is  alleged  to  have  been 
the  owner  of  the  land  through  which  the  Cromford  Sough  was 
made,  and  also  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  land  between  the  mouth 
of  the  sough  and  the  brook  into  which  the  water  was  conveyed), 
of  that  piece  of  land,  the  brook,  and  the  '  stream  of  water  issuing 
and  coming  from  Cromford  Sough,'  with  the  right  of  erecting 
mills  on  the  piece  of  land.  In  1772,  Sir  Richard  Arkwright 
erected  extensive  cotton  mills  thereon,  and  in  April,  1789,  he 
purchased  that  land  and  the  fee-simple  in  the  mills  and  the  manor 
of  Cromford,  including  the  lands  through  which  the  Cromford 
Sough  was  made. 

"  In  the  meantime,  another  company  of  adventurers  had  begun 
to  construct  another  mining  sough,  called  the  Meerbrook  Sough, 
on  a  much  lower  level  in  the  adjoining  township  of  Wirksworth. 
The  defendants  represent  and  have  all  the  rights  of  that  com- 
pany of  adventurers,  and  must,  like  the  proprietors  of  the  Crom- 
ford Sough,  be  assiuned  to  have  acted,  either  by  virtue  of  a 
mining  custom  or  by  express  licence  of  the  owner  of  the  soil, 
confirmed  by  the  Cromfoixl  Inclosure  Act  in  1802,  and  also  to 
have  had  the  authority,  prior  or  subsequent,  of  the  owners  of 
the  mines  drained  by  that  sough,  and  contributing  a  certain 
portion  of  the  ore  by  way  of  recompense.  These  facts  are  not 
distinctly  found,  but  we  think  we  must  infer  that  such  was  the 
case,  and  consequently  that  the  defendants  stand  in  the  same 
relation   to   the   plaintiffs  as  if  the  owners  of  those  mines  had 
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theraselves,  with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  constructed      Rigr^t  *<> 

rficoiFO  w  ft  tor 

the  sough  for  the  purpose  of  freeing  their  mines  from  water;  for ;—  - 

whether  they  made  the  sough  themselves,  or  through  the  agency  ^  J^fi 
of  the  adventurers,  is  immaterial.  In  1813  the  defendants,  heing 
themselves  proprietors  of  mines  drained  by  it,  extended  the 
Meerbrook  Sough,  having  made  an  agreement  with  the  then  pro- 
prietors of  the  Cromford  Sough,  and  of  other  mines  unwatered 
by  it,  and  which  appeared  to  have  been  then  worked  down  to  the 
level  of  that  sough,  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  their  respective 
rights,  and  the  recompense  to  be  paid  by  the  latter  to  the  former 
set  of  adventurers  for  the  benefit  to  be  derived  by  them  by  the 
extension  of  this  sough,  and  the  unwatering  by  means  of  it  of  a 
further  portion  of  their  mineral  field  below  the  level  of  the  former 
sough. 

"  The  new  sough  was,  therefore,  constructed  by  the  consent  of 
some,  if  not  all,  of  those  mine  owners  who  had  formerly  used  the 
Cromford  Sough,  and  in  part  for  their  benefit ;  and  this  circum- 
stance places  the  defendants  in  the  same  position  in  respect  to 
the  diversion  of  the  surplus  water  as  if  they  themselves  had  been 
owners  of  part  of  the  mineral  field  formerly  drained  by  the 
Cromford  Sough,  and  were  now  proceeding  to  unwater  a  further 
portion  of  the  same  field  by  means  of  the  new  sough.  When  the 
Meerbrook  Sough  was  thus  extended,  the  water  was  found  to  flow 
into  it,  and  flood-gates  were  constructed  at  the  end,  the  closing  of 
which  prevented  the  water  from  findiug  its  way  in  that  direction, 
but  which,  when  opened;  let  ofE  the  water  which  would  otherwise 
have  been  discharged  by  the  Cromford  Sougli,  and  thereby  pre- 
vented it  from  flowing  to  the  plaintiff's  mill. 

'*  In  1825  an  arrangement  was  made  for  the  mutual  accommo- 
dation of  Mr.  Arkwright  and  the  Meerbrook  Sough  proprietors, 
which  was  not  to  affect  their  rights,  and  which,  having  been 
determined  in  1836,  left  them  in  the  same  situation  as  if  it  had 
never  been  made  ;  and  the  gates  being  removed,  in  order  to  carry 
the  sough  further  in  that  direction,  and  the  water  thereby  diverted 
from  the  plaintiff's  mills,  the  defendants  are  in  the  same  situation 
as  if  no  flood-gates  had  been  made,  and  as  if  in  the  construction 
of  their  sough  for  the  purpose  of  draining  another  portion  of  the 
mineral  fleld  they  had  broken  the  natural  barrier  which  pent  the 
water  up  and  made  it  flow  through  the  Cromford  Sough,  and  so 
caused  the  water  to  pass  out  at  a  lower  level  through  the  Meer- 
brook Sough  ;  and  the  question  is  —whether  the  defendants  by  so 
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Right  to      doiDfir  are  rendered  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs. 

F0061V0  TIT&tGF      ._ 

■'  This  question,  which  was  most  elaborately  and  ably  argued  during 

Qgii^  '  the  last  term,  appears  to  U3,  strictly  speaking,  to  be  one  as  much 
of  fact  as  of  law ;  and,  when  the  situation  of  both  parties  is  fully 
understood,  does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  one  of  much  doubt  or 
difficulty. 

"  The  stream  upon  which  the  mills  were  constructed  was  not 
a  natural  watercourse,  to  the  advantage  of  which  flowing  in  its 
natural  course  the  possessor  of  the  land  adjoining  would  be 
entitled,  according  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Mason  v.  Hill  (b) 
and  in  other  cases ;  this  was  an  artificial  watercourse,  and  the 
sole  object  for  which  it  was  made  was  to  get  rid  of  a  nuisance  to 
the  mines,  and  to  enable  their  proprietors  to  get  the  ores  which 
lay  within  the  mineral  field  drained  by  it ;  and  the  flow  of  water 
through  that  channel  was  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  of  a 
temporary  character  (r),  having  its  continuance  only  whilst  the 
convenience  of  the  mine-owners  required  it,  and  in  the  ordinary 
course  it  would  most  probably  cease  when  the  mineral  ore  above 
its  level  should  have  been  exhausted. 

"  That  Sir  Eichard  Arkwright  contemplated  the  discontinuance 
of  this  watercourse  (if  the  question  of  his  knowledge  in  this  state 
of  things  can  be  material)  there  is  evidence  in  the  lease  made  in 
1771,  which  contains  a  provision  for  a  supply  from  the  river  in 
the  event  of  the  stream  being  lessened  or  taken  away  by  the  con- 
struction of  another  sough  :  and  also  that  such  an  event  was  not 
improbable  appears  from  the  clause  in  the  2nd  Cromford  Canal 
Act,  30  Geo.  3,  c.  5G,  s.  4.  What,  then,  is  the  species  of  right  or 
interest  which  the  proprietor  of  the  surface  where  the  stream 
issued  forth,  or  his  grantees,  would  have  in  such  a  watercourse 
at  common  law,  and  independently  of  the  effect  of  user  under  the 
recent  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71  ?  He  would  only  have  a  right 
to  use  it  for  any  purpose  to  which  it  was  applicable  so  long  as  it 
continued  there.  A  user  for  twenty  years,  or  a  longer  time,  would 
afford  no  presumption  of  a  grant  of  the  right  to  the  water  in  per- 
petuity ;  for  such  a  grant  would,  in  truth,  be  neither  more  nor 
less  than  an  obligation  on  the  mine-owner  not  to  work  his  mines 
by  the  ordinary  mode  of  getting  minerals,  below  the  level  drained 
by  that  sough,  and  to  keep  the  mines  flooded  up  to  that  level,  in 


{b)  (1833),  6  B.  &  Adol.  I.  discussed  and  explalDed  in  Burrowt  v. 

(r)  The  meaning  of  these  words  was      Lang,  [1901]  2  Ch.  602,  at  p.  508. 
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order  to  make  the  flow  of  water  constant,  for  the  benefit  of  those      Rigbt  to 

who  had  used  it  for  some  profitable  purpose.     How  can  it  be  sup-  ; '- 

posed  that  the  mine-owners  could  have  meant  to  burthen  them-  '  ^J/^ 
selves  with  such  a  servitude,  so  destructive  to  their  interests ; 
and  what  is  there  to  raise  an  inference  of  such  an  intention  ? 
The  mine-owner  could  not  bring  any  action  against  the  person 
using  the  stream  of  water,  so  that  the  omission  to  bring  an  action 
could  aSord  no  argument  in  favour  of  the  presumption  of  a  grant ; 
nor  could  he  prevent  the  enjoyment  of  that  stream  of  water  by 
any  act  of  his,  except  by  at  once  making  a  sough  at  a  lower  level, 
and  thus  taking  away  the  water  entirely, — ^a  course  so  expensive 
and  inconvenient  that  it  would  be  very  unreasonable,  and  a  very 
improper  extension  of  the  principle  applied  to  the  case  of  lights, 
to  infer  from  the  abstinence  from  such  an  act  an  intention  to  grant 
the  use  of  the  water  in  perpetuity  as  a  matter  of  right. 

"  Several  instances  were  put  in  the  course  of  the  argument  of 
cases  analogous  to  the  present,  in  which  it  could  not  be  contended 
for  a  moment  that  any  right  was  acquired.  A  steam-engine  is 
used  by  the  owner  of  a  mine  to  drain  it,  and  the  water  pumped 
up  flows  in  a  channel  to  the  estate  of  the  adjoining  landowner, 
and  is  there  used  for  agricultural  purposes  for  twenty  years.  Is 
it  possible  from  the  fact  of  such  a  user  to  presume  a  grant  by  the 
owner  of  the  steam-engine  of  the  right  to  the  water  in  perpetuity, 
so  as  to  burthen  himself  and  the  assigns  of  his  mine  with  the 
obligation  to  keep  a  steam-engine  for  ever,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
landowner  P  Or  if  the  water  from  the  spout  of  the  eaves  of  a  row 
of  houses  was  to  flow  into  an  adjoining  yard  and  be  there  used  for 
twenty  years  by  its  occupiers  for  domestic  purposes,  could  it  be 
successfully  contended  that  the  owners  of  the  houses  had  con- 
tracted an  obligation  not  to  alter  their  construction  so  as  to  impair 
the  flow  of  water?  Clearly  not:  in  all,  the  nature  of  the  case 
distinctly  shows  that  no  right  is  acquired  as  against  the  owner 
of  the  property  from  which  the  course  of  water  takes  its  origin  ; 
though,  as  between  the  first  and  any  subsequent  appropriator  of 
the  watercourse  itself,  such  a  right  may  be  acquired.  And  so,  in 
the  present  case.  Sir  Richard  Arkwright,  by  the  grant  from  the 
owner  of  the  surface  for  eighty-four  years,  acquired  a  right  to  use 
the  stream  as  against  him ;  and  if  there  had  been  no  grant  he 
would,  by  twenty  years'  user,  have  acquired  the  like  right  as  against 
such  owner ;  but  the  user  even  for  a  much  longer  period,  whilst  the 
flow  of  water  was  going  on  for  the  convenience  of  the  mines,  would 
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Right  to      afford  no  presumption  of  a  grant  at  common  law  as  airainst  the 

receive  water.  1.1. 

^ owners  of  the  mmes. 

Oefi.  ^  "  I^  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  71,  gives  to  Mr.  Arkwright  and  those  who  claim  under  him  any 
such  right,  and  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  does  not.  The 
whole  purview  of  the  Act  shows  that  it  applies  only  to  such  rights 
as  would  before  the  Act  have  been  acquired  by  the  presumption  of 
a  grant  from  long  user.  The  Act  expressly  requires  enjoyment  for 
different  periods  ^without  interruption,^  and  therefore  necessarily 
imports  such  a  user  as  could  be  interrupted  by  some  one  ^  capable  of 
resisting  the  claim ' ;  and  it  also  requires  it  to  be  '  of  right.'  But 
the  use  of  the  water  in  this  case  could  not  be  the  subject  of  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  the  proprietors  of  the  mineral  field  lying  below 
the  level  of  the  Cromford  Sough,  and  was  incapable  of  interruption 
by  them  at  any  time  during  the  whole  period  by  any  reasonable 
mode :  and  as  against  them  it  was  not  '  of  right ' ;  they  had  no 
interest  to  prevent  it :  and  until  it  became  necessary  to  drain  the 
lower  part  of  the  field,  indeed  at  all  times,  it  wcus  wholly  immaterial 
to  them  what  became  of  the  water  so  long  as  their  mines  were  freed 
from  it. 

"  We  therefore  think  that  the  plaintiffs  never  acquired  any  right 
to  have  the  stream  of  water  continued  in  its  former  channel  either 
by  the  presumption  of  a  grant,  or  by  the  recent  statute,  as  against 
the  owners  of  the  lower  level  of  the  mineral  field,  or  the  defendants 
acting  by  their  authority,  and  therefore  our  judgment  must  be  for 
the  defendants." 

Ma^or  V.  In  Magor  v.  Chadicick  {d)  the  plaintiffs  complained  of  the  pollu- 

tion of  a  stream  running  to  their  brewery.  The  defendants 
traversed  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  the  stream.  "  It  appeared  that  the 
stream  or  watercourse  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  flowed  from  the 
mouth  of  an  adit,  or  underground  passage,  in  adjoining  lands  not 
belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  which  had  been  originally  made, 
upwards  of  fifty  years  ago,  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  the  water 
from  a  certain  mine  by  the  owner  of  the  mine,  but  that  the  mine 
had  not  been  worked  for  more  than  thirty  years  past;  that  after 
the  working  was  discontinued  the  plaintiffs  availed  themselves  of 
the  water  coming  along  this  channel  to  brew  beer,  and,  after  clear- 
ing the  adit  themselves,  had  for  more  than  twenty  years  obtained 
from  it  pure  water  for  that  purpose,  and  had  erected  a  brewery 


Chadwiek. 


[d)  (1840),  11  A.  &E.  671. 
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there  at  a  great  expense.    It  was  admitted  that,  at  the  time  when      ^g^^  ^ 

the  adit  was  originally  made  and  the  mine  worked,  the  water  must  ' 

have  been  unfit  for  the  uses  to  which  the  plaintiffs  now  applied  it.        cKaiwuL 

"  The  defendants  were  owners  of  other  mines  (copper  mines), 
and  had  lately  used  the  old  adit  for  the  purpose  of  draining  them, 
by  which  the  water  had  again  been  made  foul  and  unfit  for  brew- 
ing. It  was  not  shown  that  they  were  connected  with  or  claimed 
under  the  owners  of  the  adit  or  mine,  or  of  the  lands  through 
which  it  flowed." 

The  learned  judge  also  stated  to  the  jury  that,  "  in  the  absence 
of  custom,  artificial  watercourses  are  not  distinguished  in  law  from 
such  as  are  natural :  that  the  same  rules  apply  to  them ;  and  that 
twenty  years'  enjoyment  might  therefore  warrant  the  jury  in  finding 
in  favour  of  the  right." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  A  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial  was  granted,  and  after  argument  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment,  which  was  delivered 
by  Lord  Denman.  After  some  prefatory  matter  not  material  to 
this  point,  his  Lordship  proceeded.  "  On  the  argument  for  a  new 
trial,  the  defendants  took  other  ground.  They  said  that  the  artifi- 
cial nature  of  the  adit,  and  the  known  practice  of  all  the  mineral 
districts,  were  strong  evidence,  even  in  the  absence  of  a  custom,  to 
show  that  the  plaintiffs'  enjoyment  was  not  of  right ;  because  they 
must  have  known  that  the  owner  of  the  mine  had  made  the  water- 
course for  his  own  convenience,  and  had  ceased  to  work  it  with  the 
intention  of  resuming  that  work  whenever  it  suited  his  interest,  and 
with  all  the  rights  of  throwing  in  dirt  and  rubbish  which  usually 
attend  these  operations.  And  great  stress  was  laid  on  the  recent 
decision  in  the  Exchequer  of  Arkwnght  v.  Gell  (e),  where  the  Court, 
placed  by  consent  in  the  situation  of  a  jury,  declined  to  draw  the 
inference  of  an  exercise  by  right,  because  they  thought  the 
circumstances  would  not  have  warranted  the  presumption  of  a 
grant.  So,  it  was  said,  the  universed  mode  of  proceeding  in  the 
mining  district  would  have  been  material  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiffs used  the  water  with  no  idea  of  having  a  right  to  it,  but  were 
merely  taking  advantage  of  the  accidental  non-user  of  the  adit  for 
such  time  as  it  happened  to  be  useful  to  them. 

"  We  are  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  the  circumstances 
under  which  a  watercourse  has  been  enjoyed  may  not  prove  it  to 


(e)  (1839),  6  M.  &  W.  203. 
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Right  to      have  been  without  right ;    or  that  a   universal   practice  in   the 

FGC61V6   WAtfiT* 

^—neighbourhood  might  not  lead  to  fix  the  party  with  knowledge 

Ch7dwick,  ^^^^  those  who  cleared  a  mine  by  an  adit  notoriously  reserved  to 
themselves  the  right  -of  working  the  mine  at  any  time.  But  this 
view  was  never  pressed  on  the  learned  judge  on  the  trial,  the 
defendants  relying  on  proof  of  their  custom,  and  electing  to  stand 
or  fall  by  the  opinion  which  the  jury  might  form  upon  it.  The 
point  was  properly  raised;  and  the  complaint  is  not  even  that 
the  verdict  was  wrong  on  the  evidence  put  forward,  but  merely 
that  the  defendant's  themselves  did  not  rest  their  case  on  such 
strong  facts  as  they  might. 

"  The  imputed  misdirection  is,  that  the  law  of  watercourses  is 
the  same,  whether  natural  or  artificial.  We  think  this  was  no 
misdirection,  but  clearly  right.  The  contrary  proposition,  that  a 
watercourse,  of  whatever  antiquity,  and  in  whatever  degree 
enjoyed  by  numerous  persons,  cannot  be  so  enjoyed  as  to  confer 
a  right  to  the  use  of  the  water,  if  proved  to  have  been  originally 
artificial,  seems  to  us  quite  indefensible.  And  the  late  case  in  the 
Exchequer  leads  to  no  such. conclusion," 

[The  case  of  Magor  v.  Chadicick  has,  however,  been  commented 
upon  and  explained,  in  the  case  of  Woody.  Waud{f).  In  that 
case  the  waters  from  the  workings  of  a  colliery  (partly  pumped 
up  and  partly  caused  by  the  overflow  of  an  old  coal-pit  which  had 
become  filled  with  water)  had  for  upwards  of  twenty  years  flowed 
through  two  artificial  subterraneous  channels ;  one  of  which,  called 
the  Bowling  Sough,  passed  directly  through  the  plaintiffs'  land ; 
the  other,  called  the  Low  Moor  Sough,  passed  into  a  natural  stream 
called  the  Bowling  Beck,  which,  so  augmented,  passed  through 
the  plaintiffs*  land.  The  defendant,  having  works  on  the  banks 
of  each  channel  above  the  points  where  they  lespectively  arrived 
at  the  plaintiffs'  land  and  at  the  Bowling  Sough,  diverted  the  water 
of  each  of  them.  The  channels  were  subterraneous,  but  the  Couit 
determined  the  question  as  it  would  have  stood  if  they  had  been 
surface  streams.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  contains  a  full 
exposition  of  the  law  affecting  aitificial  watercourses,  as  will  be 
'  seen  from  the  following  passage : — "  This  question  is  not  with 
respect  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  as  against  the  owners  of  the 
collieries  which  the  Soughs  relieve  from  water,  but  as  to  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  inter  se ;  and  it  will  be  better  to 


Woody. 
Waud. 


(/)  (1849),  3  Exoh.  748  ;  77  R.  R.  809. 
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I  consider,  in  the  first  plaoe,  how  they  would  stand  if  the  streams      Eight  to 

were  not  underground.     With  respect  to  a  claim  of  right  as  against  -* 

the  colliery  owners,  if  it  be  true  that  a  right  was  gained  to  these        waud. 
streams  by  the  riparian  proprietors  as  against  them,  in  consequence 
of  their  acquiescence  for  twenty  years  by  virtue  of  the  presumption 
of  a  grant,  or  of  Lord  Tenterden's  Act  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71),  there 
would  be  no  difficulty  as  to  the  right  of  the  riparian  proprietors 
against  eeu^h  other  or  against  other  persons.     But  Mr.  Cowling 
admitted  that  a  grant  could  not  be  presumed,  and  that  he  should 
have  great  difficulty  in  establishing  the  right  under  Lord  Tenter- 
den's  Act.      This   Court,   as  then   constituted,  much  considered 
that  subject  in  the  case  of  Arktcright  v.  GelL     We  have  again 
considered  it,  and  are  satisfied  .tijiat  the  principles  laid  down  as" 
gn^fg|n^Tng^^T1haf  yafift  ftr^  ^^rr^f^^j  ftT^d  w^r<>  properly  acted  upon  in 
it,  by  deciding  that^uQ-actioa  lay  for  an  injury  by  the  diversion  of 
an  artificial  watercourse,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  it 
was-obvious  that  the  enjoyment  of  it  depended  upon  temporary 
ciretmmtances,  and  WQ,9  not  .of  a  permanent  character;  and  where 
the  interruption  was  by  the  party  who  stood  in  the  situation  of 
the  grantor.    The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  a  subsequent  case, 
Magor  v.  Chadwick,  supported  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
disturbance  of  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  stream  under  circum- 
stances  somewhat   similar ;    but   in    that    case    the    action   was 
not  brought  against  the  party  in  whose  land  the  artificial  water- 
course commenced,  nor  anyone  claiming  under  him,  and  he  had 
not  put  an  end  to  it  by  altering  the  mode  of  working  his  mines ; 
but,  what  is  more  important,  the    action  was   not   brought  for 
abstracting,  but  for  fouling, — a  species  of  injury  which  does  not 
stand  on  the  same  footing ;  for,  though  the  possessor  of  the  mine 
might  stop  the  stream,  it  does  not  follow  that  he,  or  any  other, 
could  pollute  it  whilst  it  continued  to  run ;  and  besides,  from  the 
course  which  the  cause  took  at  nisi  prius,  the  precise  question 
which  we  have  now  to  consider  does  not  appear  to  have  called  for 
decision.     The  two  cases  are  therefore  distinguishable;   and  the 
expressions  used  by  the  learned  judges  in  that  case  as  to  the 
similarity  of  natural  and  artificial  streams,  are  to  be  understood  as 
applicable  to  the  particular  case. 

"We  entirely  concur  with  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  that  *the 
proposition  that  ajgatflroourso..  of  whatever  antiquity  and  in  what- 
ever degree  enioved  by.  luimerouft  persons,  oaimot  be  enjoyed-sa  as 
to  confer  a  right  to  the  use  of  the  water,  if  proved  to  have  been 

o. 20       . 
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Right  to      [originally  artificial,  is  quite  indefensible ' ;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 

.'  tte  generaTproposiGbn  £hat,  under  all  circumstances,  the  right  to 

Waul.  watercourses  arising  from  enjoyment  is  the  same  whether  they  be 
natural  or  artificial,  cannot  possibly  be  sustained.  The  right  to 
artificial  watercourses,  as  against  the  party  creating  them,  surely 
must  depend  upon  the  character  of  the  watercourse,  whetiber  it  be 
of  a  permanent  or  temporary  nature,  and  upQii_thaj?irSUffi§t2^^^®® 
under  which  it  was  create^  {g)>  The  enjoyment  for  twenty  years 
of  a  stream  diverted  or  penned  up  by  permanent  embankments, 
clearly  stands  upon  a  different  footing  from  the  enjoyment  of  a 
flow  of  water  originating  in  the  mode  of  occupation  or  alteration 
of  a  person's  property,  and  presumably  of  a  temporary  character 
and  liable  to  variation. 

"  The  flow  of  water  for  twenty  years  from  the  eaves  of  a  house 
could  not  give  a  right  to  the  neighbour  to  insist  that  the  house 
should  not  be  pulled  down  or  altered,  so  as  to  diminish  the 
quantity  of  water  flowing  from  the  roof.  The  flow  of  water  from 
a  drain  for  the  purposes  of  agricultural  improvements  for  twenty 
years  could  not  give  a  right  to  the  neighbour  so  as  to  preclude 
the  proprietor  from  altering  the  level  of  his  drains  for  the  greater 
improvement  of  the  land  (A).  The  state  of  circumstances  in  such 
cases  shows  that  one  party  never  intended  to  give,  nor  the  other 
to  enjoy,  the  use  of  the  stream  as  a  matter  of  right.  If,  then, 
this  had  been  a  question  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  colliery 
owners,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  main- 
tained an  action  for  omitting  to  pump  water  by  machinery  (and 
in  this  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer  entirely 
agreed  in  the  case  above  cited).  Nor,  if  the  colliery  proprietors 
had  chosen  to  pump  out  the  water  from  the  pit,  from  whence  the 
stream  flowed  continuously,  and  caused  what  is  termed  the  natural 
flow  to  cease,  could  the  plaintiffs,  in  our  opinion,  have  sued  them 
for  so  doing.  But  this  case  is  different.  The  water  has  been 
permitted  to  flow  in  an  artiflcial  channel  by  the  colliery  owners, 
and  for  sixty  years.  And  the  question  is  one  of  more  difficulty, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  can  sue  another  person,  a  proprietor  and 
occupier  of  the  land  above  and  through  which  the  sough  passes 


(^)  Baily  ^  Co,  v.  Clark,  Son  and  Mor-  N,  E.  R,  v.  EUioH  (I860},  29  L.  J.  812 ; 

land,  [19021  1  Ch.  649.    See  as  to  the  IJ.  &  H.  146. 

case  of  a  drowned  mine,  and  the  tern-  (h)  See  Greatrex  v.  Uayward  (1853),  8 

ponuy  support  occasioned  by  the  water,  Exoh.   291  ;  91   R.  R.  493  ;   Hanna  y. 

the  obeervations  of  Wood,  V.-C,    in  Folhck,  [1900]  2  Ir.  R.  664. 
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[not  claiming  under  or  authorized  by  them,  for  diverting  the      Right  to 

.  receive  water. 

water.  

"  The  case  of  the  Bowling  Sough  differs  from  the  Low  Moor       ^J^" 
Sough  in  this,  that  the  plaintiffs  in  1838  used  the  water  of  the 
Bowling  Sough,  where  it  passes  through  their  land,  by  making  a 
communication  to  their  reservoir,  for  working  the  mill.     Have  the 
plaintiffs  a  right  to  the  water  of  this  sough  ?    It  appears  to  us  to  ^^*  {» 
be  clear  that,  as  they  have  a  right  to  the  Bowling  Beck  (the  stream  in- 
natural  stream)  as  incident  to  their  property  on  the  banks  and  ^jf^Jd2w*^ 
bed   of  it,  they  would  have  the  right  to  all  the  water  which  aooesBions. 
actually  formed  part  of  that  stream,  as  soon  as  it  had  become 
part  (f ),  whether  such  water  came  by  natural  means,   as  from 
springs,  or  from  the  surface  of  the  hills  above,  or  from  rains  or 
melted  snow,    or  was  added  by   artificial  means,   as  from  the 
drainage  of  lands  or  of  colliery  works.     And  if  the  proprietors  of 
the  drained  lands  or  of  the  coUieiy  works  augmented  the  stream 
by  pouring  water  into  it,  and  so  gave  it  to  the  stream,  it  would 
become  part  of  the  current ;   no  distinction  could  then  be  made 
between  the  original  natural  stream  and  such  accessions  to  it. 

'^  But  the  question  arises  with  respect  to  an  artificial  stream  not 
yet  united  to  the  natural  one. 

"  The  proprietor  of  the  land  through  which  the  Bowling  Sough 
flows  has  no  right  to  insist  on  the  colliery  owners  causing  all  the 
waters  from  their  works  to  flow  through  their  land.  These 
owners  merely  get  rid  of  a  nuisance  to  their  works  by  discharging 
the  waters  into  the  sough,  and  cannot  be  considered  as  giving  it 
to  one  more  than  another  of  the  proprietors  of  the  land  through 
which  that  sough  is  constructed;  each  may  take  and  use  what 
passes  through  his  land,  and  the  proprietor  of  land  below  has  no 
right  to  any  part  of  that  water  until  it  has  reached  his  own  land ; 
he  has  no  right  to  compel  the  owners  above  to  permit  the  water 
to  flow  through  their  lands  for  his  benefit ;  and,  consequently,  he 
has  no  right  of  action  if  they  refuse  to  do  so. 

"  If  they  pollute  the  water,  so  as  to  be  injurious  to  the  tenant 
below,  the  case  would  be  different. 

"  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  right  of 
action  for  the  diversion  of  that  water.  The  question  as  to  the 
Low  Moor  Sough  is  less  favourable  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  this  sough 
does  not  pass  through  their  land  at  all. 


(f)  See  Dudden  v.  Guardiana  of  Glutton  Union  (1857),  I  H.  &  N.  627. 
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Bight  to 
reoeiye  water. 

JFood  V. 
JTaud. 


Oreatrex  v. 
ffof/toard. 


Waller  Y, 
Mayor  of 
Manchester. 


Gavedy. 
Martyn, 


["  We  are  of  opinion,  that,  if  the  plaintiffs  would  not  be  entitled 
to  the  water  of  the  soughs  if  above  ground,  their  being  below 
ground  in  this  case  would  probably  make  no  difference.  It  does 
not  certainly  make  a  difference  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  "  {j). 

In  accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  in  Wood  v.  Waud, 
it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Greatrex  v.  Hay  ward  (A), 
that  the  flow  of  water,  from  a  drain  made  for  agricultural  im- 
provements, for  twenty  years,  did  not  give  a  right  to  the  person 
through  whose  land  it  flowed  to  the  continuance  of  the  flow, 
80  as  to  preclude  the  proprietor  of  the  land  drained  from  altering 
the  level  of  his  drains  for  the  improvement  of  his  land,  and  so 
cutting  off  the  supply  (/).  Martin,  B.,  said,  in  Ratcstroii  v. 
Taylar  (m),  that  the  motive  was  quite  immaterial;  and  this,  no 
doubt  would  appear  to  be  so,  having  regard  to  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Wood  v.  Waud,  thus :  "  The  right  to  artificial  water- 
courses, as  against  the  party  creating  them,  depends  upon  the 
character  of  the  watercourse,  whether  it  be  of  a  permanent  or  a 
temporary  character,  and  upon  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  created"  (w). 

la  Waller  v.  Mayor  of  Manchester  (o),  provision  had  been 
made  in  a  waterworks  Act  for  an  artificial  watercourse,  as  com- 
pensation to  the  riparian  proprietors  for  the  diversion  of  the 
natural  stream.  The  Corporation  of  Manchester  were  empowered, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  to  construct  a  reservoir  and 
intercept  the  waters  of  the  river  Ethrow.  They  were  not  to  divert 
the  water  until  the  reservoir  was  completed  and  filled  with  water, 
and  were  to  discharge  out  of  the  reservoir  a  specified  quantity  per 
day.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no  obligation  to  discharge  the 
water  until  the  reservoir  was  completed,  although  they  had 
diverted  the  water  for  the  purposes  of  their  works,  and  that  a 
proprietor  could  only  sue  them  for  diverting  the  natural  stream. 

In  Gaved  v.  Martyn  (p),  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  to  three 
artificial  watercourses.  One  had  been  originally  made  by  his 
predecessor  in  title,  with  the  licence  of  the  proprietor  of  the 


(J)  Cf.  WardleY.  BroekUhurttt  (1869), 
1  E.  &  £.  1063,  at  p.  1060;  Proprietor 
of  Staffordshire  and  Worcestershire  Canal 
Navigation  v.  Proprietors  of  Binmnqham 
Canal  Navigation  (1866),  L.  R.  1  H.  L. 
254 ;  Bryfnbo  Water  Co.  ▼.  Lester'' s  Lime 
Co.  (1894),  8  R.  329. 

(k)  (1853),  8  Exch.  291  ;  91  R.  R. 
493. 


(I)  Banna  v.  Pollock,  [1900]  2  Ir.  R. 
664. 

(m)  (1856),  11  Exch.  384. 

(fi)  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Broadbent  v. 
Bamebotham  (1866),  11  Exoh.  611 ;  Baily 
^  Co.  v.*  Clark,  Son  and  Morland,  [1902] 
1  Ch.  649. 

(o)  (1861),  6  H.  &  N.  667. 

\p)  (1865),  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  732. 
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[stream  from  which  the  water  was  derived ;  and  he  was  held  not      "BAght  to 

entitled  to  it,  hecause  the  enjoyment  was  precarious.     The  second  - 

had  been  made  adversely,  for  the  enjoyment  of  his  works,  and      Uartyn, 
used  for  twenty  years ;   to  this  he  was  held  entitled.     The  third 
was    a    drain    made    by  miners,  under  whom    the    defendants 
claimed ;  and,  as  they  had  never  abandoned  their  control  over  it, 
the  plaintiff  was  held  not  entitled  to  its  continuance. 

"  If,"  said  Erie,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
upon  the  last  point,  "  there  is  uninterrupted  user  of  the  land  of 
the  neighbour  for  receiving  the  flow  (of  an  artificial  stream)  as  of 
right  for  twenty  yeaiB,  such  user  is  evidence  that  the  land  from 
which  the  water  is  sent  into  the  neighbour's  land  has  become  the 
dominant  tenement,  having  a  right  to  the  easement  of  so  sending 
the  water,  and  that  the  neighbour's  land  has  become  subjecjb  to 
the  servitude  of  being  bound  to  send  on  the  water  to  the  land  of 
the  neighbour  below.  The  enjoyment  of  the  easement  is  of  itself 
no  evidence  that  the  party  enjoying  it  has  become  subject  to  the 
servitude  of  being  bound  to  exercise  the  easement  for  the  benefit 
of  the  neighbour.  A  right  of  way  is  no  evidence  that  the  party 
entitled  thereto  is  under  a  duty  to  walk ;  nor  a  right  to  eaves- 
dropping on  the  neighbour's  land,  that  the  party  is  bound  to  send 
on  his  rain-water  to  that  land." 

Mason  v.  Shrewsbury  and  Hereford  Rail.  Co.  {q)  was  the  case  of  Right  to  have 
an  artificial  diversion  of  a  natural  watercourse,  and  was  decided  Siveraioii 
on  the  same  principle.  A  natural  watercourse,  called  Ashton  oontinued. 
Brook,  flowing  through  the  plaintiff's  land,  had  been  diverted  for 
upwards  of  forty  years  by  a  canal  company  under  the  powers  of 
their  Act,  and  the  bed  had  become  silted  up,  and  was  no  longer 
adequate  to  carry  off  the  flood  water  in  its  natural  state.  The 
canal  was  discontinued  and  the  waters  restored  to  their  former 
course,  and  the  plaintiff's  land  was  thereby  flooded  and  damaged. 
The  Court  held  that  he  had  no  legal  ground  of  complaint. 
Blackburn,  J. :  "  He  had  the  ordinary  rights  and  liabilities  of  a 
riparian  owner  on  the  banks  of  a  natural  stream.  He  was  entitled 
to  have  the  water  flow  to  him  in  its  natural  state  so  far  as  it  was 
a  benefit,  and  was  bound  to  submit  to  receive  it  so  far  as  it  was  a 
nuisance."  He  held  that  the  enjoyment  de  facto  of  the  relief  from 
the  water  for  more  than  forty  years  did  not  give  a  legal  right  to 
the  continuance  of  that  relief,  because  no  obligation  was  imposed 

{q)  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  578. 
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[on  the  canal  oompany  to  continae  to  take  the  water ;  and  that  his 
enjoyment  was  not  of  right,  but  only  so  long  as  the  partionlar  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  taken  was  served.  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  gave 
judgment  for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  the  easement  of 
the  watercourse  existed  for  the  benefit  of  the  dominant  tenement 
alone,  and  could  not  operate  to  make  a  new  right  for  the  benefit  of 
the  servient  tenement.  Like  any  other  easement,  it  might  be  dis- 
continued if  it  became  onerous  or  ceased  to  be  beneficial  to  the 
party  entitled  (r). 

BailySfCo,  v.  Clark^  Son  8f  Morland(8)  was  another  case  in  which 
rights  in  respect  of  an  artificial  diversion  of  a  natural  watercourse 
came  into  question,  but  in  that  case  upon  the  question  of  the  rights 
of  riparian  owners  on  the  artificial  channel.  This  channel  was  fed 
by  a  natural  stream,  and  took  its  course  from  a  spot  in  the  natural 
stream  to  another  spot  at  a  distance  of  about  a  mile  and  a  half, 
where  it  rejoined  the  river.  The  channel  was  admittedly  artificial, 
and  was  dealt  with  on  that  footing ;  it  was  known  to  have  existed 
for  some  centuries,  but  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  time  or 
surrounding  circumstances  of  its  origin.  It  was  held  that  the 
rights  of  riparian  owners  upon  its  bank  were  the  same  as  in  the  case 
of  a  natural  stream,  the  proper  inference  in  the  circumstances 
being  that  the  artificial  channel  had  been  originally  constructed 
upon  those  terms. 

In  Beeston  v.  Weate  {t)  it  was  unsuccessfully  attempted  to  extend 
the  application  of  those  cases  to  one  where  the  fiow  of  the  water  of 
a  natural  stream  was,  for  more  than  the  statutory  period,  enjoyed 
by  means  of  artificial  works,  executed  from  time  to  time  for  the 
purpose  of  diverting  the  water  through  the  servient  on  to  the 
dominant  tenement;  and  Lord  Campbell  pointed  out  in  his 
judgment  the  distinction  between  the  right  to  compel  the  continu- 
ance of  a  stream  of  artificial  origin,  and  the  right  to  have  the  benefit 
of  a  natural  stream  by  proof  of  a  user  with  the  aid  of  artificial 
means. 

It  is  laid  down  in  the  judgment  in  Wood  v.  Wand  (w)  that, 
although  a  riparian  owner  may  have  no  right  to  compel  the  con- 
tinuance of  a  stream  of  artificial  origin,  yet  he  has  a  right  of  action 


(r)  To  the  same  effect  are  MeEvoy  v. 
Great  Northern  Railway,  [1900]  2  Ir.  R. 
325,  and  Banna  y.  PoUoek,  [1900]  2 
Ir.  R.  664. 

(«)  [1902]  1  Ch.  649. 


(0  (1856),  5  E.  &  B.  986. 

(u)  Above,  p.  301.  Cf.  the  reasoning 
in  Ballard  v.  Tomlinton  (1885),  on  appeal, 
L.  R.  29  Gh.  Div.  115:  and  Touny  t. 
Ban/citr  Dittillau  Co,,  [1893]  A.  C.  691. 
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[for  pollution  of  the  water  of  a  stream,  unless  a  right  to  pollute 
it  has  been  acquired  by  user ;  in  other  words,  that  the  right  to  send 
dirty  water  on  to  a  man's  land  is  not  acquired  unless  the  user  has 
been  to  send  dirty  water. 

But  a  further  question,  upon  which  considerable  diversity  of  Lioenoeto 
opinion  prevails, — and  it  is  equally  applicable  to  natural  and 
artificial  watercourses, — is  as  to  the  right  of  a  person  having  a  mere 
permission  to  use  the  water  of  a  stream  to  maintain  an  action  for 
an  injury  caused  to  him  in  so  using  it. 

In  Whahy  v.  Laing  (x)  the  plaintiff,  by  permission  of  a  canal  whaiey  t. 
company,  made  a  communication  from  the  canal  to  his  own  pre-  -^♦"^• 
mises,  by  which  water  was  brought  on  to  them,  with  which  water 
he  fed  his  boilers ;  and  the  defendant  fouled  the  water  in  the  canal, 
whereby  the  water  as  it  came  into  the  plaintiff's  premises  was  fouled, 
and  by  the  use  of  it  his  boilers  were  injured.  The  defendant  had 
no  right  or  permission  from  the  canal  owners  to  do  what  he  did. 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  reading 
an  averment  in  the  declaration  that  the  water  "ought  to  flow 
without  being  fouled  in  the  canal,"  as  an  assertion,  not  that  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  the  water  there,  but  that  the  defendant  had 
no  right  to  foul  it  there ;  and  holding  that,  as  the  defendant  was 
the  cause  of  dirty  water  flowing  on  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  with- 
out any  right  to  do  so,  he  was  liable  to  an  action.  The  Court  expressly 
abstained  from  giving  any  opinion  upon  the  question,  whether  an 
action  would  have  been  maintainable  against  the  defendant  if  the 
defendant  had  diverted  the  water,  or  if  the  plaintiff  had  been 
obliged  to  go  to  the  canal  and  fetch  the  water  instead  of  its  flowing 
into  his  premises.  In  the  Exchequer  Chamber  the  judgment  was 
reversed,  but  reversed  upon  grounds  involving  no  dissent  from  the 
judgment  below,  viz. : — that  a  man  has  no  right  to  cause  dirty 
water  to  flow  on  to  his  neighbour's  land  without  some  special  right 
to  do  so ;  but  the  judgments  in  the  E&chequer  Chamber  show  that 
it  was  considered  very  doubtful  whether  a  person,  having  a  mere 
permission  from  a  riparian  owner  to  take  water  out  of  a  stream, 
can  maintain  an  action  against  a  wrongdoer  for  diverting  or  fouling 
the  stream  higher  up. 

And  it  is  now  decided  that  no  one  but  a  riparian  proprietor  has  Stockport 
a  right  to  the  water  of   a  stream  as  against  other  riparian  pro-  ^*^^^^^. 


{x)  (1867),  2  H.  &  N.  476 ;  (1858),  3  H.  &  N.  676,  901. 


3i2  PARTICULAR  EASEMENTS. 

Licence  to     [prietors  {y) .    The  Stockport  Waterworks  Company  sued  Potter  for 
fouling  the  water  of  the  river  Mersey,  coming  to  their  works  through 


JFatenporks  *  tunnel  whioh  they  had  made  under  a  grant  from  a  riparian  pro- 
Ob.  T.  Botur,  prietor.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  they  were  not  entitled 
to  sue.  The  reason  of  the  decision  is  given  in  the  judgment  of 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Channell,  B.  (in  which  Wilde,  B.,  concurred). 
They  say : — "  It  is  difficult  to  perceive  any  possible  legal  foundation 
for  a  right  to  have  the  river  kept  pure  in  a  person  situate  as  this 
company  is.  There  seems  to  be  no  authority  for  contending  that 
a  riparian  proprietor  can  keep  the  land  abutting  on  the  river,  the 
possession  of  which  gives  him  his  water  rights,  and  at  the  same 
time  transfer  those  rights  or  any  of  them,  and  thus  create  a  right 
in  gross  by  assigning  a  portion  of  his  rights  appurtenant.  It 
seems  to  us  clear  that  the  rights  which  a  riparian  proprietor  has 
with  respect  to  the  water  are  entirely  derived  from  his  possession 
of  land  abutting  on  the  river.  If  he  grants  away  any  portion 
of  his  land  so  abutting,  then  the  grantee  becomes  a  riparian 
proprietor  and  has  similar  rights.  But  if  he  grants  away  a 
portion  of  his  estate  not  abutting  on  the  river,  then  clearly 
the  grantee  of  the  land  would  have  no  water  rights  by  virtue 
merely  of  his  occupation.  Can  he  have  them  by  express  grant  ? 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  true  answer  to  this  is,  that  he  can  have 
them  against  the  grantor  (z),  but  not  so  as  to  sue  other  persons  in 
his  own  name  for  the  infiingement  of  them.  The  case  of  Hill  v. 
Tupper  (a),  recently  decided  in  this  court,  is  an  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  a  person  cannot  create  by  grant  new  rights  of 
property,  so  as  to  give  the  grantee  a  right  of  suing  in  his  own 
name  for  an  interruption  of  the  right  by  a  third  party." 
Other  oasee.  The  cases  of  Crossley  v.  Lightowler  {b)^  Wilts  and  Berks 
Navigation  Co.  v.  Stcindon  Watencorhs  Co,  (c),  Ormerod  v.  Tod- 
morden  Mill  Co,  (d),  and  McCartney  v.  Londonderry  and  Lough 
8 willy  Bail,  Co,,  Ltd,  («),  are  to  the  same  effect;  while  Nuttall  v. 
Bracewell{f)j  and  Holker  v.  Porritt(g)^  where  a  natural  stream 
/  had  in  eSect  been  divided  into  two  so  ajs  to  create  rights  in  both, 

.  are  distinguishable. 

/  V  •■        ■  • 

(y)  Stockport  Waterworks  Co.  y.  Potter  (c)  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Ch,  461. 

A^fsT  -»««''«^««'     Ll8«6]  W  [1904]  A.  C.  301. 

\aj  (1863),  2  H.  &  0.  121.  (/)  (1866),  L.  R.  2  Exch.  1. 

lb)  (1867),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478.  (^)  (1875),  L.  B.  lOEzoh.  69. 
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[And  on  the  authority  of  McCartney  v.  Londonderry  and  Lough  Pennission  to 
Swil/y  Rail,  Co,j  Ltd,  (A),  it  is  submitted  that  a  lower  riparian  owner,  nae  Btowwrn 
even  though  his  flow  of  water  was  not  diminished  or  injured  in  T^nauthorized. 
quality,  provided  that  the  facts  were  not  such  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  maxim  de  minimis  non  curat  lex,  oould  prevent  a  higher 
riparian  owner  from  permitting  a  third  person  to  use  the  stream. 
Such  user  would,  it  is  submitted,  be  foreign  to  or  unconnected 
with  the  tenement  of  the  higher  riparian  owner,  and  the  per- 
mission given  would  therefore  be  in  excess  of  the  rights  of  such 
owner  (e).] 


(A)  [1904]  A.  0.  301.  position,  but  see  the  comments  of  Lord 

(i)  Kentit  v.    Great  Eastern  Sail.  Co.  Lindlej  on  that  case  in  McCartney  y. 

(1884),  L.  B.  27  Gh.  Div.   122,  might  Londonderry  and  Lough  Swilly  Rail.  Co., 

appear  to  be  inoonsifttent  wi^  this  pro-  Ltd.,  ubi  ttip.f  at  p.  313. 
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CHAPTER  II. 


RIGHTS   TO   LIGHT   AND    AIR. 


Lateral  pas-  The  right  to  flowing  Water  in  a  natural  stream,  it  has  already 
n^f*oon^on  ^®®^  shown,  is  an  ordinary  right  of  property  requiring  no  length 
right.  of  time  to  fortify  it.     The  right  to  light  and  air  seems  to  depend, 

however,  upon  very  different  grounds.  The  passage  of  light  and 
air  over  lands  unincumbered  by  buildings  must  necessarily  have 
existed  from  time  immemorial :  but  the  use  of  the  light  and  air 
so  passing,  by  means  of  windows  in  a  house  or  otherwise,  confers 
no  right  unless  it  has  been  continued  during  twenty  years.  The 
natural  rights  of  the  owner  of  property  in  this  respect  seem  to  be 
defined  by  the  legal  maxim,  ^^  Cujus  est  solum  ejus  est  usque  ad 
coelum  et  ad  inferos  "  (a)  ;  and  the  passage  of  these  elements  over 
adjoining  lands  affords  per  se  no  evidence  of  the  enlargement  of 
such  right  by  an  easement. 

The  right  to  the  reception  of  light  and  air  in  a  lateral  direction 
[without  obstruction]  is  an  easement.  The  strict  right  of  pro- 
perty entitles  the  owner  to  so  much  light  and  air  only  as  fall 
perpendicularly  on  his  land.  He  may  build  to  the  very  extremity 
of  his  own  land,  and  no  action  can  be  maintcdned  against  him  for 
disturbing  his  neighbour's  privacy,  by  opening  windows  which 
overlook  the  adjoining  property  (6).  But  it  is  competent  to  such 
neighbour  to  obstruct  the  windows  so  opened  by  building  against 
them  on  his  own  land,  at  any  time  during  twenty  years  after 
their  construction,  and  thus  prevent  the  acquisition  of  the  ease- 
ment (c) ;  if,  however,  that  period  is  once  suffered  to  elapse,  his 


Eaaementmaj 
be  acquired. 


{a)  [To  place  things  projecting  into 
the  air  over  another* aland  ia  actionable : 
aee  Pickering  v.  Rudd  (1815),  4  Camp. 
219;  16  R.  R.  777;  Fay  v.  Prentice 
(1845),  1  C.  B.  828;  68  R.  R.  823; 
Martyr  Y.  I^wretice  (1864),  2  De  Qt.  J. 
&  8.  261.  But,  where  one  of  two  ad- 
joining houFea  is  built  so  as  to  protrude 
into  or  over  the  other,  the  protrusion 
niay,  by  grant,  reservation,  or  otherwise, 
be  as  of  right :  see  Corbttt  v.  Hill  (1870), 


L.  R.  9  Eq.  671  ;  Francis  v.  Hay  ward 
(1882),  L.  R.  22  Ch.  Div.  177  ;  Lanbour,*, 
V.  Gridley,  [1892]  2  Ch.  53.  This  ia 
continually  done  at  the  present  day  iu 
the  case  of  buildings  with  cornices  re- 
turned at  the  ends  ko  as  to  project  over 
the  perpendicular  boundary  line  of  the 
next  building.] 

{b)  Chandler  v.  Thomp$on  (1811),  3 
Camp.  81 ;  13  R.  R.  766. 

{e)  See  per  Littledale,  J.,  in  Moore  v. 
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long  acquiesoenoe  beoomes  evidence,  as  in  the  case  of  other  ease-     Easement 
ments,  of  a  title,  by  the  assent  of  the  partj  whose  land  is  subject     aoquired. 

toit(t/).  — 

In  Penwarden  v.  Ching  {e)j  to  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  P^yf^^rden  v. 
and  entering  plaintiflP's  close  and  breaking  down  boards,  the 
defendant  justified,  because  "the  boards  were  obstructing  an 
ancient  window  of  the  defendant,  through  which  light  and  air  at 
all  times  of  right  ought  to  pass,  and  that  defendant  entered  and 
removed  the  same."  The  plaintiff  replied,  "  that  the  light  and  air 
ought  not  to  enter  in  manner  and  form,"  &c.  It  appeared  that 
the  window  was  made  in  1807,  "under  circumstances  from  which, 
connected  with  the  subsequent  use  of  it,  the  jury  might  presume  a 
grant."  It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  plea  could  not 
be  sustained,  as  the  window  was  shown  not  to  be  an  ancient 
,  window.  Tindal,  C.  J. :  "  The  question  is,  not  whether  the 
window  is  what  is  strictly  called  ancient,  but  whether  it  is  such  as 
the  law  in  indulgence  to  rights  has  in  modem  times  so  called,  and 
to  which  the  defendant  has  a  right ;  for  this  is  the  substance  of  the 
plea." 

[The  mode  in  which  an  easement  may  be  acquired,  namely  by  Acquimtion 

i  'Tj  !_  •i.»"LT_  i»n  of  eaaement. 

grant,  express  or  implied,  or  by  prescription,  has  been  luily  con- 
sidered in  the  second  part  of  this  work;  but  certain  questions, 
peculiar  to  the  easement  of  light,  should  be  referred  to  in  this  place. 


A 


Rawson  (1824),  3  B.  &  G.  340 ;  27  R.  R. 
375  ;  [and,  as  showing  that  a  railway 
company  has  in  this  respect  the  same 
rights  as  an  individual,  Bonner  y.  Great 
WesUm  Mailway  (1883),  L.  R.  24  Ch.. 
l>iv.  1  ;  Foster  v.  London^  Chatham^  and 
Dover  Railway y  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  71l/| 

[d)  [Some  expressions  are  to  he  found 
in  the  books  implying  doubts  as  to  the 
appropriatene!*s  of  the  term  easement  in 
thiH  case,  and  of  the  soundness  of  the 
theory  that  the  origin  of  the  right  to 
light  at  the  common  law  was  either 
an  implied  covenant  or  grant.  There 
appears  to  he  no  ground  for  such  douhts. 
,  The  implied  grant  is  not  of  the  light,  hut 
•of  the  right  to  the  negative  servitude, 
binding  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land 
not  to  build  on  it :  or,  as  was  said  by 
Cresswell,  J.,  7  C.  B.  666,  ♦♦  the  land 
becomes  subject  to  a  right  analogous  to 
what,  in  the  Roman  law,  was  called  a 
servitude,"  i.e.,  a  servitude  **ne facias;  " 
and  the  easement  so  created  affects  the 
adjoining  land  by  burthening  it  with  a 
negative  servitude  **ne  facias."     Fur- 


ther, a  number  of  authorities  appear  to 
treat  the  right  as  originating  in  covenant 
or  grant ;  but  the  point  has  become  of 
little  importance,  ai,  under  the  2  &  3 
Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  3,  twenty  years'  actual 
enjoyment  of  light  without  interruption 
confers  an  absolute  right,  unless  the 
enjoyment  has  been  had  under  a  written 
consent  or  agreement  given  for  the  pur- 
pose ;  and  most  cases  fall  within  the 
statute.  See  per  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Darwin  v.  Upton  (1786),  2  "Wms.  Saund. 
175  c,  2  Notes  to  Saund.  506  ;  Little- 
dale,  J.,  in  Moore  v.  Rawton  (1824),  3 
B.  &  C.  340 ;  27  R.  R.  476 ;  Parke,  B., 
in  Harbidgew.  Warwick  [\%\d\  3  Exch. 
556 ;  77  R.  R.  725 ;  Watson,  B.,  in 
Rowbotham  v.  WiUon  (1857),  8  E.  &  B. 
143  ;  Brett,  L.  J.,  in  Angus  v.  Dalton 
(1878),  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  at  p.  196 ; 
Fry,  J.,  in  Dalton  v.  Angut  (1881),  L.  R. 
6  App.  Cas.  at  p.  771  ;  and  Bowen  and 
Fry,  L.  J  J.,  in  Scott  v.  Rape  (1886), 
L.  R.  31  Oh.  Div.  at  pp.  670,  575.] 
(e)  (1829),  Moo.  &  Mai.  400. 
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^™®  ^^'  [In  the  first  place,  it  is  clear  that,  in  order  to  the  acquisition  of 

an  easement  of  light  by  enjoyment,  there  must  be  some  window  or 
other  aperture  to  measure  or  define  the  enjoyment ;  and  the  right 
to  light  cannot  be  acquired  by  user  in  respect  of  a  vacant  piece  of 
ground.]  ' 

£ob«rt8Y.  In  Roberts  v.  Maeord  {/),  the  defendant  in  justification  of  a 

trespass  for  breaking  down  a  wall,  pleaded  that  the  wall  obstructed 
the  passage  of  light  and  air  to  his  timber-yard  and  saw-pit,  to 
which  he  was  lawfully  entitled  for  drying  the  timber,  and  the 
more  convenient  use  and  occupation  of  the  timber-yard  and  saw-pit. 
Patteson,  J.,  said,  "  The  plea  was  a  very  novel  one,  and  one  which, 
in  his  opinion,  could  not  be  supported  in  point  of  law.  If  such  a 
plea  could  be  sustained,  it  would  follow  that  a  man  might  acquire 
an  exclusive  right  to  the  light  and  air,  not  only  as  heretofore,  by 
having  been  suffered  to  build  on  the  edge  of  his  property,  and 
suffered  for  a  certain  space  of  time  to  enjoy  that  building  without 
interruption,  but  merely  by  reason  of  having  been  in  the  habit  of 
laying  a  few  boards  on  his  ground  to  dry ;  such  a  rule  would  be 
very  inconvenient,  and  very  unjust:  still  the  question,  in  the 
present  stage  of  the  proceedings,  was,  was  the  plea  proved  in  point 
of  fact  ?  Upon  that  point  he  did  not  think  the  mere  circumstance 
of  the  defendant's  having  had  a  saw-pit  upon  the  premises,  and 
laid  his  timber  there  during  twenty  years,  would,  in  a  case  like 
this,  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  of  a  grant.  The  jury 
must  look  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  not  forgetting  the 
manner  in  which  the  defendant  himself  had  occupied  the  premises. 
The  questions  for  the  jury  were — ^whether  the  defendant  had,  in 
fact,  used  the  saw-pit  and  timber-yard  for  twenty  years;  and 
whether,  diuing  that  time,  the  light  and  air  had  been  really 
necessary  for  the  purpose  stated  in  the  defendant's  plea :  if  both 
these  facts  were  made  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  they 
would  find  for  the  defendant ;  otherwise,  for  the  plaintiff."  The 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff.  No  attempt  was  made  to  impeaoh 
this  ruling  of  the  learned  judge  by  any  motion  for  a  new  trial; 
and,  indeed,  the  questions  left  by  him  to  the  jury  appear  to  be  [in 
any  case]  perfectly  unobjectionable  as  far  as  the  defendant  was 
concerned;  although,  had  the  two  questions  been  determined  in 
favour  of  the  defendant,  it  would  appear  that  the  plaintiff  might 
have  contended  that  a  further  point  must  have  been  found  for  the 


(/)  (1882),  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  230;  42  R.  R.  784. 
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defendant ;  that  his  enjoyment  was  of  such  a  nature  as  indicated    Some  apw- 

to  the  plaintiff  that  such  an  easement  was  claimed  against  him ; - 

or,  in  other  words,  that  it  was  not  vitiated  by  being  clam.  mZotJ. 

The  case  is  no[t  a  direct]  authority  for  the  general  position 
deduced  from  it  by  the  reporters  in  their  marginal  note,  that  "  The 
use  of  an  open  space  of  ground,  in  a  particular  way,  requiring 
light  and  air,  for  twenty  years,  does  not  give  a  right  to  preclude 
the  adjoining  owner  from  buildiug  on  his  land,  so  as  to  obstruct 
the  light  and  air."  Had  the  jury  found  the  two  questions  left  to 
them  by  the  learned  judge  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he 
had,  openly  as  well  as  in  fact,  used  the  timber  yard  for  twenty 
years,  and,  notwithstanding  such  finding,  the  Court  above  had 
decided  that  judgment  must  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  non 
obstante  veredicto,  the  marginal  note  of  the  reporters  would  have 
been  warranted  by  the  case  itself.  [But  nevertheless  the  law  laid 
down  in  the  head-note  appears  to  be  sound  {g).  And,  under  the 
Prescription  Act,  the  enjoyment  must  have  been  had  with  a 
"  dwelling  house,  workshop,  or  other  building ; "  so  that  the  point 
could  not  arise  under  the  Act. 

But  no  actual  enjoyment  (in  the  sense  of  user  and  occupation)  of  No  user  need 
the  light  need  be  shown ;  it  is  sufficient  that  the  aperture  existed,  ^  ^^o^^- 
and  that  the  light  might  have  been  used  at  any  time  {h). 

Considerable  doubt  has  existed  as  to  the  extent  of  the  right  Extent  of 
acquired  by  enjoyment,  whether  the  access  of  light  through  a  "^^J|j^ 
window  for  the  statutory  period  entitles  the  owner  to  object  to  ant/ 
substantial  diminution  of  the  light  which  has  been  accustomed  to 
pass  through  the  window,  or  whether  the  adjoining  owner  may 
build  so  as  to  substantially  diminish  the  light  provided  that  no 
actual  nuisance  is  created.  After  a  long  controversy  the  question 
is  now  settled  in  the  latter  sense  (i),  but  some  mention  of  the  earlier 
authorities  appears  to  be  desirable. 

In  Aldre^a  Case  (A;),  an  action  on  the  case  for  building  a  pig-  AldretPt  Case. 
stye  and  obstructing  lights,  it  was  resolved  that  the  action  was 


(j)  See,  e.g.,  Ibits  v.  Smith  (1868), 
L.  R.  6  Eq.  at  p.  318,  per  Malins,  Y.-C. ; 
Garritt  ▼.  Sharps  (1836),  3  A.  &  E.  325 ; 
SeottY.  Pape  (1886),  L.  R.  31  Ch.  Div. 
564;  per  Bowen,  L.  J.,  571,  ad  fin.; 
Sarru  v.  Be  Finna  (1886),  L.  R.  33 
Ch.  Div.  238.  A  Bkrligbt  is  sufficient : 
Marrii  r.  Kmloeh,  W.  N.  (1895),  p.  60. 

{K\  Courtauld  ▼.  Legh  (1869),  L.  R.  4 
Ezoh.  126  (a  case  of  an  unfinished 
boiise) ;  Cooper  y.  Straker  (1888),  L.  R. 


40  Ch.  D.  21  (window  with  iron  shutters 
onlj  opened  occasionallj)  ;  Collie  ▼. 
Laugher,  [1894]  6  Ch.  669  (window 
spaces  opened,  but  no  window  sashes 
put  in) ;  Smith  v.  Baxter,  [1900]  2  Ch. 
138  (windows  obscured  bjr  shelving). 

(t)  Colle  y.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores^ 
Ltd.,  [1904]  A.  C.  179.  As  to  what 
amounts  to  a  nuisance,  see  post,  p.  462. 

(*)  (1611),  9  Rep.  68  B. 
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Extent  of 

right 
aoquiied. 


Fishmofiffers* 
Co.  Y.  £att 
India  Co, 


Cotterell  t. 
Orifiths. 


Att.'Oen,  ▼. 
2r%ehol. 


[well  maintainable,  '^for  in  a  house  four  things  are  desired, 
hahitatio  hominiSy  dekctatio  inhahitantis^  necessitas  luminis  et 
salubritas  aeris,  and  for  nuisance  done  to  three  of  them  an  action 
lies,  8c,  (1)  [to  the  habitation  of  a  man,  for  that  is  the  principal  end 
of  a  house,  (2)  for  hindrance  of  the  light,  for  the  ancient  form  of 
an  action  on  the  case  was  significant,  sc,  quod  messuagium  horrida 
ienebritate  obscuratum  fuity^  &c. 

In  Fishmongers^  Co.  v.  East  India  Co.  (/),  on  an  application  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  building  so  as  to  stop  up  lights.  Lord 
Hardwicke  said:  ^'And  as  to  the  question  of  whether  the 
plaintiffs'  messuage  is  an  ancient  building  so  as  to  entitle  them  to 
the  right  of  the  lights,  and  whether  the  plaintiffs'  lights  will  be 
darkened,  I  will  not  determine  it  here ;  for  if  it  clearly  appeared 
that  what  the  defendants  are  doing  is  what  the  law  considers  as  a 

nuisance,  I  would  put  it  in  a  way  to  be  tried But  I  am  of 

opinion  it  is  not  a  nuisance  contrary  to  law  ;  for  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  say  it  will  alter  the  plaintiffs'  lights,  for  then  no  vacant  piece 
of  ground  could  be  built  on  in  the  city ;  and  here  will  be  seventeen 
feet  distance,  and  the  law  says  it  must  be  so  near  as  to  be  a 
nuisance.  It  is  true  the  value  of  the  plaintiffs'  house  may  be 
reduced  by  rendering  the  prospect  less  pleasant,  but  that  is  no 
reason  to  hinder  a  man  from  building  on  his  own  ground.  There- 
fore, take  nothing  by  the  motion." 

In  Cotterell  v.  Griffiths  (w),  an  action  for  obstructing  lights. 
Lord  Kenyon  said,  "  That  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to 
recover:  that  to  sustain  this  action  a  total  privation  of  the  light 
was  not  necessary ;  anything  which  tended  to  deprive  a  person  of 
the  enjoyment  of  the  light  and  air  in  the  same  quantity  to  which 
his  house  was  entitled  as  an  ancient  messuage,  entitled  him  to  an 
action :  that  here  it  was  admitted  that  since  the  erection  of  the 
nuisance  complained  of  he  had  not  the  same  quantity  of  light  as 
before  while  the  blinds  remained,  and  that  that  was  such  a 
privation  as  entitled  him  to  recover  in  the  action."  The  dicta  in 
this  case  appear  to  go  too  far. 

In  Attorney-General  v.  Nichol{n)y  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  an 
injunction  in  Chancery,  Lord  Eldon  said,  "  I  repeat  the  observa- 
tion of  Lord  Hardwicke,  that  a  diminution  of  the  value  of  the 
premises  is  not  a  ground  (for  an  injunction)  ;  and  there  is  as  little 
doubt  that  this  Court  will  not  interpose  upon  every  degree  of 


U)  (1762),  1  DickeDB,  163.  (m)  (1801),  4  Esp.  69. 

(«)  (1809),  16  Ves.  838  ;  10  R.  R.  186. 
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[darkening  ancient  light  and  windows.  There  are  many  obvious  Extent  of 
cases  of  new  buildings  darkening  those  opposite  to  them,  but  not  acquired, 
in  such  a  degree  that  an  injunction  could  be  maintained,  or  an 
action  upon  the  case ;  which,  however,  might  be  maintained  in 
many  cases  which  would  not  support  an  injunction.  The  ajffidavits, 
therefore,  stating  only  that  the  ancient  lights  will  be  darkened, 
but  not  that  they  will  be  darkened  in  a  sufficient  degree  for  this 
purpose,  will  not  do.'* 

In  Back  v.  Stacey  (o).  Best,  0.  J.,  directed  the  jury  that  "it  was  BaeJcY.Stacey, 
not  sufficient  to  constitute  an  illegal  obstruction  that  the  plaintiff 
had  in  fact  less  light  than  before,  nor  that  his  warehouse,  the  part 
of  his  house  principally  affected,  could  not  be  used  for  all  the 
purposes  for  which  it  might  otherwise  have  been  applied.  In 
order  to  give  a  right  of  action  and  sustain  the  issue  there  must  be 
a  substantial  deprivation  of  light,  sufficient  to  render  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  house  uncomfortable  and  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from 
carrying  on  his  accustomed  business  (that  of  a  grocer)  on  the 
premises  as  beneficially  as  he  had  formerly  done.  His  Lordship 
added  that  it  might  be  difficult  to  draw  the  line,  but  the  jury 
must  distinguish  between  a  partial  inconvenience  and  a  real  injury 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises." 

In  Parker  v.  Smith  {2))y  Tindal,  C.  .7.,  in  summing  up,  said:  Parker y. 
"  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  the  same  "^^ 
enjoyment  now  which  he  used  to  have  before  of  light  and  air  in 
the  occupation  of  his  house ;  whether  the  alteration,  by  carrying 
forward  the  wall  to  the  height  of  ten  feet,  has  or  has  not  occasioned 
the  injury  which  he  complains  of.  It  is  not  every  possible,  every 
speculative,  exclusion  of  light  which  is  the  ground  of  an  action ; 
but  that  which  the  law  recognises  is,  such  a  diminution  of  light  as 
really  makes  the  premises  to  a  sensible  degree  less  fit  for  the 
purposes  of  business.  It  appears  that  the  defendants'  premises 
had  been  injured  by  fire,  and  they  re-erected  them  in  a  different 
manner.  They  have  the  right  to  re-erect  in  any  way  they  please, 
with  this  shigle  limitation,  that  the  alteration  which  they  make 
must  not  diminish  the  enjoyment  by  the  plaintiff  of  light  and 
air.  It  is  contended  by  the  defendants  that,  on  the  whole,  the 
light  and  air  are  increased.  If,  as  matters  now  stand,  upon  the 
evidence  you  have  heard,  you  think  that  this  is  a  true  proposition, 


(o)  (1826),  2  C.  &  p.  466 ;  31  R.  R.  {p)  (1832),  6  C.  &  P.  438 ;  38  R.  R. 

679.  828. 
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Pringle  y. 


Extent  of  [then  the  plaintifE  will  have  no  ground  of  action.  But  if,  on  the 
acquired.  Contrary,  you  think  that  in  effect  these  alterations  (though  they 
may  certainly  be  improvements)  on  the  whole  diminish  the 
quantity  of  light  and  air,  then  you  will  find  for  the  plaintiff  for 
nominal  damages ;  and  your  verdict  will  have  no  other  effect 
than  that  of  a  notice  to  the  defendants,  that  they  must  pull  down 
the  building  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains." 

In  Pringle  v.  Weimham  (^),  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  summing 
up,  said :  "  Everyone  is  entitled  to  enjoy  that  portion  of  light 
which  he  has  enjoyed  through  the  windows  of  his  dwelling-house 
for  a  long  period  of  time.  The  first  question  is,  whether,  in  con- 
sequence of  this  building  of  the  defendant's,  the  plaintiff  has  less 
light  than  before  to  so  Considerable  a  degree  as  to  injure  the 
plaintiff's  property  in  point  of  value.  To  sustain  this  action  there 
must  have  been  a  considerable  obstruction  of  light,  and  the  merely 
taking  off  a  ray  or  two  will  not  be  sufficient." 
WeUt  V.  Ody,  In  Welh  V.  Ody  (r),  Parke,  B.,  adopted  the  law  as  laid  down  by 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Parker  v.  Smithy  but  left  to  the  jury  the  question 
whether  the  effect  of  the  defendant's  building  was  to  diminish  the 
light  and  air  so  as  sensibly  to  affect  the  occupation  of  the  plaintiff's 
premises  and  make  them  less  fit  for  occupation. 

Reviewing  the  authorities  down  to  this  point,  it  is  noticeable 
that,  while  in  most  of  the  earlier  cases  the  question  raised  is 
whether  the  effect  of  the  building  is  to  create  a  nuisance  or  not, 
in  the  cases  from  Parker  v.  Smith  downwards  more  stress  is  laid  on 
the  diminution  of  the  light  formerly  enjoyed  by  the  dominant 
owner. 

The  next  ease  of  importance  occurred  twenty-eight  years  later. 
In  Jackson  v.  Duke  of  Newcastle  («),  the  plaintiff  moved  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  erection  of  a  building  which  would 
obscure  an  ancient  light.  The  window  in  question  admitted  light 
to  a  small  room  which  was  used  as  the  counting-house  of  a  grocer's 
shop ;  and  it  appeared  that  the  contemplated  building,  though  it 
would  diminish  the  amount  of  light  coming  through  the  vnndow, 
and  so  render  the  room  less  fit  for  other  purposes,  requiring  more 
light,  to  which  it  might  thereafter  be  put,  yet  would  leave  suffi- 
cient light  for  the  uses  to  which  the  room  was  actually  applied. 


Jackson  v 
Duke  of 
Neweattle 


Iq)  (1886),  7  C.  &  P.  377. 
(r)  (1836),  7  G.  &  P.  410;  46  R.  R. 
358 ;  Pxefaoe  V. 


(f)  (1864),  3  B.  J.  &  S.  275 ;  10  Jur. 
N.  S.  680,  810  ;  33  L.  J.  Ch.  698. 
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[Romilly,  M.  R.,  granted  an  injunction;  but  on  appeal  Lord  ^riSit^' 
Westbury  was  of  opinion  tbat,  as  no  present  loss  of  comfort  or  aoquired. 
convenience  was  shown  and  the  injury  complained  of  was  merely 
speculative,  the  remedy  by  action  for  damages  was  sufficient,  and 
dissolved  the  injunction.  This  case  turned  rather  upon  the  choice 
of  the  remedy  than  upon  the  extent  of  the  right  in  dispute,  and  is 
therefore  not  of  much  value  as  an  authority  on  the  question  now 
imder  discussion. 

But  in  Clarke  v.  Clark {t)  the  question  again  received  con-  darkey. 
sideration,  and  Lord  Cranworth,  C,  delivered  a  judgment  which 
has  been  often  followed  and  approved.  In  that  case  the  defendant 
had  erected  a  building  which  undoubtedly  diminished  the  amount 
of  lateral  light  coming  to  the  plaintiff's  ancient  window,  and 
rendered  the  plaintiff's  room  less  cheerful,  especially  during  the 
winter  months ;  but  Lord  Cranworth  refused  the  injunction,  saying 
that  there  was  not  such  an  obstruction  of  light  as  to  amount  to  a 
nuisance.  "  The  window  in  question  (he  said)  still  receives  greatly 
more  light  than  falls  to  the  lot  of  inhabitants  of  towns  generally. 
.  .  .  What  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  show  was,  that  the  build- 
ings of  the  defendant  caused  such  an  obstruction  to  light  as  to 
interfere  with  the  ordinary  occupations  of  life.  .  .  .  The  real 
question  is  not  what  is,  scientifically  estimated,  the  amount  of 
light  intercepted,  but  whether  the  light  is  so  obstructed  as  to  cause 
material  inconvenience  to  the  occupiers  of  the  house  in  the 
ordinary  occupations  of  life." 

In  Yates  v.  Jack  (w)  Lord  Cranworth,  holding  that  the  defen-  Tatm  y.  Jack. 
dant's  new  buildings  would  materially  interfere  with  the  quantity 
of  light  necessary  or  desirable  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  conduct  of 
their  business,  granted  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant 
from  erecting  any  building  so  as  to  darken,  injure,  or  obstruct  anjr 
of  the  ancient  lights  of  the  plaintiffs  as  the  same  were  enjoyed 
previously  to  the  taking  down  by  the  defendant  of  his  buildings 
on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street,  and  also  from  permitting  to 
remain  any  buildings  already  erected  which  would  cause  any  such 
obstruction.  The  judgment  in  this  case  indicates  no  intention  on 
Lord  Cranworth's  part  to  depart  from  the  rule  laid  down  by  him  in 
Clarke  v.  Clark ;  but  the  effect  of  the  order  (as  set  out  above)  was 
to  preserve  to  the  plaintiffs  the  whole  of  the  light  previously  enjoyed 


(0  (1866),  L.  B.  ]  Ch.  16.  (u)  (1866),  L.  B.  1  Ch.  295. 
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Extent  of     [by  them,  without  any  express  reference  to  the  question  whether  it 
aoquired.      could  be  diminished  without  causing  a  nuisance. 

■      The  form  of  the  order  in  Yates  v.  Jack^  which  was  in  use  for 
many  years  after  that  decision,  aud  probably  contributed  to  the 
uncertainty  which  existed  as  to  the  nature  of  the  dominant  owner's 
rights  {v)y  was  in  this  respect  modified  in  Colh^  Case  (ic). 
p*^^A^i  In  JOurellY.  Pritchard{x),  The  Curriers^  Company  v.  Corbett  (y), 

The  Currirt'    *"^^  Hobson  V.  Whittingham  (s),  Knight  Bruce  and  Turner,  L.JJ., 
Co,  V.  Chrbett.  followed  Clarke  v.  Clark ^  in  each  case  refusing  to  grant  an  injunc- 
Whittingham    ^^^  ^^  ^®  grouud  that  no  material  damage  had  been  shown. 
KeUc  V.  In  Kelk  v.  Pearson  {a)  an  injunction  was   granted  on  similar 

Fear$on.  grounds,  and  the  principle  was  clearly  stated  by  James,  L.  J.  "  On 

the  part  of  the  plaintiflP,"  he  says,  "  it  was  argued  before  us  that 
this  was  an  absolute  right — that  now,  under  the  statute  3  &  4 
"Will.  4,  c.  71,  he  had  an  absolute  and  indefeasible  right  by  way 
of  property  to  the  whole  amount  of  light  and  air  which  came 
through  the  windows  into  his  house.  .  .  .  Now  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  statute  has  in  no  degree  whatever  altered  the  pre-existing 
law  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  this  right.  The  nature  and 
extent  of  the  right  before  the  statute  was  to  have  that  amount  of 
light  for  a  house  which  was  sufficient,  according  to  the  ordinary 
notions  of  mankind,  for  the  comfortable  use  and  enjoyment  of  that 
house  as  a  dwelling-house,  if  it  was  a  dwelling-house,  or  for  the 
beneficial  use  and  occupation  of  the  house  if  it  was  a  warehouse  or 
a  shop  or  other  place  of  business.  That  was  the  extent  of  the  ease- 
ment, to  prevent  your  neighbour  from  building  on  his  land  so  as  to 
obstruct  the  access  of  sufficient  light  and^air  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  render  the  house  substantially  less  comfortable  and  enjoyable  "  ; 
and  he  says  that  the  absolute  and  indefeasible  right  given  by  the 
statute  is  not  greater.  Mellish,  L.  J.,  laid  down  the  rule  in 
different  terms ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  intended  to  differ 
from  the  above  observations  of  James,  L.  J.  (J). 
City  of  London  In  City  of  London  Brewery  Co.  v.  Tennant  (c)  the  same  rule  was 
Tmnmi,  ^'  repeated  and  applied,  and  an  injunction  was  refused.  Lord  Selbome 
being  a  party  to  the  decision  (rf). 

(r)  See,  e.g.,  the  judgmeots  in  Dmt  (y)  (1865),  13  W.  R.  1056. 

V.  Auction  Mart  Co,  (1866),  L.  R.  2  Eq.  (s)  (1866),  L.  R.  1  Ch.  442. 

236 ;  Martin  v.  Headon  (1866),  ibid.  425  ;  U)  (1871),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  809. 

and    Caleraft    v.    Thompson    (1867),    15  ).;  q^^    ''  y  ««i  n  •    m,  f  r. 

W.    R.    367.    which    cannot   now    be  nilfV^  If^o^^^""^  "^  ^""^^  ^''' 

altogether  relied  upon  as  good  law.  L^^"*J  ^'  ^'  **  P'  '^""• 

{w)  See  per  Lord  Maonaghten,  [1904]  W  (1873),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  212. 

A.  C.  at  p.  193.  (d)  Cf.  leech  v.  Sehweder  (1874),  L.  R. 

{x)  (1866),  L.  R.  1  Ch.  244.  9  Ch.  463,  a  case  of  grant. 
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[The  judgments  in  Clarke  v.  CferA-,  Kelk  v.  Pearson^  and  City  of     Extent  of 
Lmidon  Breicery  Co,  v.  Tennanty  clearly  laid  down  the  rule  that  the      acquired. 
Court  will  not  interfere  to  protect  ancient  lights  unless  there  is  Besuirof 
such  an  ohstruction  of  the  light  as  to  interfere  with  the  comfortable  authorities, 
use  and   enjoyment  of   the   building  according  to  the  ordinary 
notions  of  mankind ;  in  other  words,  unless  a  nuisance  is  caused  (<?). 

But  the  impression,  derived  from  Parkei*  v.  Smith  and  some  of  Some  doubtful 
the  succeeding  cases,  that  the  dominant  owner  was  entitled  to  the  ®*^^^°*- 
whole  of  the  light  which  had  been  accustomed  to  pass  through  his 
windows  during  the  statutory  period,  was  not  finally  removed  even 
by  these  decisions.  In  Scott  v.  Pape  (/)  the  repudiated  doctrine  Scott  v.  Fap$. 
re-appeared  in  its  most  extreme  form.  In  that  case  Cotton,  L.  J., 
said :  "  After  twenty  years  the  person  who  owns  a  dwelling-house, 
if  he  has  used  and  enjoyed  light,  gets  the  absolute  right  to  what  he 
has  used  and  enjoyed ;  and  in  my  opinion  the  quantum  of  his 
enjoyment  is  defined  by,  and  must  depend  on,  the  area  of  his 
windows^  and  also  on  the  distance  they  are  from  other  buildings. 
He  acquires,  in  consequence  of  the  position  of  other  buildings  and 
the  size  of  the  window,  a  right  under  this  section  (sect.  3  of  the 
Prescription  Act)  to  the  enjoyment  of  that  particular  light  which  has 
come  to  his  building.  The  ^  access  and  use  of  light '  depends  upon 
the  number  of  pencils  of  light  which  come  directly  or  by  refraction 
into  that  window.''  Bowen,  L.  J.,  was  even  more  emphatic: 
^^  Coming  to  the  language  of  the  section  (he  said),  what  does  it  doP 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  creates  an  indefeasible  right  to  the  access  of 
a  specific  quantity  of  light  for  the  use  of  the  house,  workshop  or 
building."  And  in  Warren  y.  Brown  (g)^  the  Court  of  Appeal,  jFarrenY. 
adopting  a  similar  view,  reversed  a  considered  judgment  of  ^''^"^• 
Wright,  J.  {h)y  and  granted  an  injunction,  notwithstanding  that 
abundant  light  was  left  for  purposes  of  ordinary  habitation  and 
business.  ^'  If,"  said  Bomer,  L.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court, ''  ancient  lights  are  interfered  with  substantially  and 
real  damage  thereby  ensues  to  tenant  or  owner,  then  that  tenant  or 
owner  is  entitled  to  relief.  With  regard  to  the  exact  point  arising 
in  this  case  we  think  that,  since  the  case  of  Kelk  v.  Pearson  (t),  it  is 
impossible  to  hold  that  the  statutory  right  is  not  interfered  with 
merely  because  after  the  interference  the  house  may  still  come  up 

(e)    Cf.     EeelesxMtical     Commrs.     for  (^)  [1902]  1  E.  B.  16. 

Ch^  W^.  213.^*"^    ^^^®^''    ^'    ^'     ^*  W  C^^OO]  2  Q.  B.  722. 

(/)  (1886)',  L.  R.  31  Ch.  Div.  664.  («)  Above,  p.  322. 
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Extent  of     [to  some  supposed  standard  as  to  what  a  house  ordinarily  requires 

acquired,      by  way  of  light  for  the  purposes  of  inhabitancy  or  business." 

C0U9  V.  HofM        ^^^  ^^   Colh  V.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores  (j)  the  question  was 

awi  Colonial      again  raised,  and  on  this  occasion  caiTied  to  the  ultimate  Court  of 

Appeal.     In  that  case  Joyce,  J.,  before  whom  the  action  was  tried, 

held  that,  if  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  full  amount  of  light 

then  enjoyed  without  appreciable  diminution,  they  would  have  a 

good  cause  of  action  upon  the  erection  of  the  defendant's  building ; 

but  he  found  as  a  fact  that  the  plaintiffs'  premises  would,  even  after 

the  erection  of  the  defendant's  building,  be  well  and  sufficiently 

lighted  for  all  ordinary  purposes  of  occupancy  as  a  place  of  business ; 

and  following  the  decision  of  Wright,  J.,  in  Warren  v.  Brown  (which 

liad  not  then  been  reversed),  he  dismissed  the  action.    On  appeal,  the 

Couit  of  Appeal,  following  their  own  decision  in  Warren  v.  Broirtiy 

reversed  the  decision  of  Joyce,  J.,  and  granted  an  injunction. 

On  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  was  reversed,  and  the  judgment  of  Joyce,  J.,  restored ;  and 
Warren  v.  Brotcn  was  overruled.  "The  question,"  said  Lord 
Halsbury,  C,  "may  be  very  simply  stated  thus:  after  an  enjoy- 
ment of  light  for  twenty  years,  or  if  the  question  arose  before  the 
Act  for  such  a  period  as  would  justify  the  presumption  of  a  lost 
grant,  would  the  owner  of  a  tenement  in  respect  of  which  such 
enjoyment  had  been  possessed  be  entitled  to  all  the  light  without 
any  diminution  whatsoever  at  the  end  of  such  a  period?  My 
lords,  if  that  were  the  law,  it  would  be  very  far-reaching  in  its 
consequences,  and  the  application  of  it  to  its  strict  logical  conclu- 
sion would  render  it  almost  impossible  for  towns  to  grow,  and 
would  formidably  restrict  the  rights  of  people  to  utilise  their  own 
land.  Strictly  applied,  it  would  undoubtedly  prevent  many  build- 
ings which  have  hitherto  been  admitted  to  be  too  far  removed  from 
others  to  be  actionable ;  but  if  the  broad  proposition  which  under- 
lies the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  be  true,  it  is  not  a  question 
of  forty-five  degrees,  but  any  appreciable  diminution  of  light 
which  has  been  enjoyed  (that  is  to  say,  has  existed  uninterruptedly 
for  twenty  years)  constitutes  a  right  of  action,  and  gives  a  right  to 
the  proprietor  of  a  tenement  that  has  had  this  enjoyment  to 
prevent  his  neighbour  building  on  his  own  land.  My  lords,  I  do 
not  think  this  is  the  law.  The  argument  seems  to  me  to  rest  upon 
a  false  analogy,  as  though  the  access  to  and  enjoyment  of  light 

{J)  [1902]  1  Ch.  302 ;  [1904]  A.  C.  179. 
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[constituted  a  sort  of  proprietary  right  in  the  light  itself.     Light,     Bxtent  of 
like  air,  is  the  common  property  of  all,  or,  to  speak  more  accu-      aoquired. 
rately,  it  is  the  common  right  of  all  to  enjoy  it,  but  it  is  the  "coiityTHomB 
exclusive  property  of  none.     If  the  same  proposition  against  which    «^  CoiofiiiU 
I  am  protesting  could  be  maintained  in  respect  of  air,  the  progres- 
sive building  of  any  town  would  be  impossible.     The  access  of  air 
is  undoubtedly  interfered  with  by  the  bidldings  which  are  being 
built  every  day  round  London.     The  difference  between  the  town 
and  country  is  very  appreciable  to  the  dweller  in  cities  when  he 
goes  to  the  open  country,  or  to  tbe  top  of  a  mountain,  or  even  a 
small  hill  in  the  country ;  but  would  the  possessor  for  twenty  years 
of  a  house  on  the  edge  of  a  town  be  at  liberty  to  restrain  his 
neighbour  from  building  near  him  because  he  had  enjoyed  the 
free  access  of  air  without  buildings  near  him  for  twenty  years  P 
No  doubt  this  is  an  extreme  case,  but  it  is  one  of  the  extreme  cases 
which  tries  the  principle.     The  truth  is  that,  though  there  were 
objections  to  ask  a  jury  whether  the  enjoyment  ialia  qua  lis  was 
such  that  they  might  presume  a  lost  grant  when  nobody  supposed 
that  such  a  grant  was  ever  really  made,  yet  it  gave  the  opportunity 
of  considering  what  was  the  extent  of  the  supposed  grant,  and,  if 
anything  so  extreme  as  I  have  just  supposed  were  claimed,  no 
jurymen  in  their  senses  would  have  affirmed  such  a  grant.     The 
statute  upon  which  reliance  is  placed  in  this  case  illustrates  the 
danger  of  attempting  to  put  a  principle  of  law  into  the  iron  frame- 
work of  a  statute.     The  statute,  literally  construed  by  the  use  of 
the  words  *  the  light,'  would  mean  all  the  light  which  for  twenty 
years  has  existed  in  the  surroundings  of  the  tenement  which  has 
enjoyed  it;    yet,  singularly  enough,  there  has  been  a  complete 
uniformity  of  decision  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute  that  it 
hafi  made  no  difference  in  the  right  conferred,  but  is  only  con- 
cerned with  the  mode  of  proof ;  but,  though  I  quite  concur  with 
this  construction,  which  is  supported  by  an  overwhelming  body  of 
authority,  yet  I  cannot  but  think  the  language  of  the  statute  has 
led  to  some  of  the  decisions  which  your  lordships  are  now  called 
upon  to  review.     Certainly,  in  the  older  decisions  which  have  been 
brought  to  your  lordships'  notice  in  Mr.  Bray's  very  able  argu- 
ment, the  proposition  which,  as  I  have  said,  underlies  the  judgment 
now  imder  appeal  finds  no  place.     Lord  Hardwicke,  long  ago  in 
1752 — Fishmongers^  Co.  v.  Hast  India  Co.  {k) — dealing  with  this 


{k)  1  Diok.  163. 
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^^^°ht^^      [very  question,  the  alleged  obstruction  to  light,  laid  down  what  I 
acquired,      believe  to  be  law  to-day.     *  It  is  not  sufficient,'  he  said,  *  to  say 
Colls  V.  Home  that  it  will  alter  the  plaintiffs'  lights,  for  then  no  vacant  piece  of 
^*^s^^*^^    ground  could  be  built  on  in  the  city,  and  here  there  will  be  seventeen 
feet  distance,  and  the  law  says  it  must  be  so  near  as  to  be  a 
nuisance.'     Lord  Cranworth,  in  Clarke  v.  Clark  (/),  adopted  the 
same  test,  and  his  observation,  though  a  subsequent  decision  of  his 
seemed  to  throw  doubt  upon  it,  has  received  the  assent  of  some  of 
the  most  learned  judges  who  ever  sat  upon  the  EngKsh  Bench. 
I  think  that  the  whole  subject   has   been  confused  by  certain 
decisions  which  were  dependent  on  the  facts  proved,  and  were 
incautiously  reported  as  laying  down  principles  of  law,  when  they 
were,  in  my  view,  only  intended  to  be  findings  of  fact  in  the  par- 
ticular case.     At  all  events,  I  am  prepared  to  hold  that  the  test 

given  by  Lord  Hardwicke  is  the  true  one The  test  of  the 

right  is,  I  think,  whether  the  obstruction  complained  of  is  a 
nuisance,  and  as  it  appears  to  me  the  value  of  the  test  makes  the 
amount  of  right  acquired  depend  upon  the  surroundings  and  cir- 
cumstances of  light  coming  from  other  sources,  as  well  as  on  the 
question  of  the  proximity  of  the  premises  complained  of.  What 
may  be  called  the  uncertainty  of  the  test  may  also  be  described  as 
its  elasticity.  A  dweller  in  towns  cannot  expect  to  have  as  pure 
air,  as  free  from  smoke,  smell  and  noise,  as  if  he  lived  in  the 
country  and  distant  from  other  dwellings,  and  yet  an  excess  of 
smoke,  smell  and  noise  may  give  a  cause  of  action ;  but  in  each  of 
such  cases,  it  becomes  a  question  of  degree,  and  the  question  is  in 
each  case  whether  it  amounts  to  a  nuisance  which  will  give  a  right 
of  action." 

The  other  lords  concurred,  founding  their  judgments  principally 
on  Clarke  v.  Clark,  Kelk  v.  Pearson,  and  City  of  London  Breicenj 
Co.  V.  Tennant,  of  which  they  entirely  approved.  Lord  Mac- 
naghten  said  that  the  qualification  suggested  by  Bowen,  L.  J.,  in 
Scott  V.  Pape  (m)  was  not  well  founded.  Lord  Davey  referred  to 
the  supposed  inconsistency  between  Lord  Cranworth's  two  judg- 
ments in  Clarke  v.  Clark  and  Tatea  v.  Jack,  and  said  that  the 
language  used  by  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  latter  case  was  directed 
to  the  argument  with  which  he  was  dealing.  Lord  Lindley 
pointed  out  that  in  Yatea  v.  Jack  the  plaintiff's  right  to  Ught  was 


[I)  (1866),  L.  B.  1  Ch.  16.  (m)  Above,  p.  323. 
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Storet. 


[dearly  infringed,  whether  the  measure  of  the  light  to  which  he 
wafi  entitled  was  all  that  had  come  through  his  windows,  or  only 
so  much  as  was  reasonably  necessary  for  business  purposes.  '^  The 
decision  in  Kelk  v.  Pearson  (he  said)  has  a  far-reaching  effect.  If 
there  is  no  absolute  right  to  all  the  light  which  comes  to  a  given 
window,  no  action  will  lie  for  an  obstruction  to  that  light  unless 
the  obstruction  amounts  to  a  nuisance.  But  in  considering  what 
is  an  actionable  nuisance,  regard  is  had,  not  to  special  circum- 
stances which  cause  something  to  be  an  annoyance  to  a  particular 
person,  but  to  the  habits  and  requirements  of  ordinary  people,  and 
it  is  by  no  means  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  a  person  who  wants 
an  extraordinary  amount  of  light  for  a  particular  business  can 
maintain  an  action  for  a  diminution  of  light  if'  only  his  special 
requirements  are  interfered  with.  Some  important  decisions  will 
be  found  as  to  nuisances  to  persons  carrying  on  delicate  trades  or 
requiring  more  comfort  or  freedom  from  annoyance  than  ordinary 
people  in  the  cases  of  Walter  v.  Sel/e  (n),  Crump  v.  Lambert  (o), 
and  Eastern  and  South  African  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Cape  Toicn  Tram- 
ways  Co.  {p) ;  and  as  to  the  character  of  the  neighbourhood,  see 
St.  Helenas  Smelting  Co.  v.  Tipping  (g)." 

The  test  laid  down  in  CoUs^  Case  had  to  be  applied  in  Kine  v.  Jn«^  f.  JoUff. 
Jolly  (r).     In  that  case  Kekewich,  J.,  before  whom  the  action  was 
tried,  granted  an  injunction.      In  giving  judgment  his  lordship 
said :  *'  The  great  cause  of  complaint  has  been  of  the  obstruction  to 

light  to  what  has  been  called  the  morning  room That 

there  has  been  a  large  obstruction  of  light  by  the  erection  of  the 
defendant's  house  is  abundantly  clear,  and  I  think  it  is  also  clear 
that  there  has  been  a  large  interference  with  the  cheerfulness  of 

the  room I  am  convinced  that  the  character  of  the  room  is 

altered,  and  that  though  still  a  well-lighted  room  it  has  lost  in  the 

obstruction  of  light  one  of  its  chief  charms  and  advantages 

Having  given  all  the  circumstances  full  consideration,  I  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  obstruction  to  the  light  of  the  morning 
room  is  a  nuisance  within  the  meaning  of  the  authorities  on  that 
subject." 

This  decision  was  confirmed  by  a  majority  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal;  and  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  also  failed,  the 


(»)  (1851),  4  Be  O.  &  Sm.  322;  87 
xC.  R.  393. 

(o)  (1867),  L.  B.  3  Eq.  409. 
(p)  [1902]  A.  C.  893. 


(q)  (1866),  11  H.  L.  C.  642.  Of. 
Ruthmery.  FoUueandAlfieri,Ltd.y  [1907] 
A.  0.  121. 

(r)  [1906]  1  Ch.  480  ;  [1907]  A.  0.  1. 
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[House  being  equally  divided  in  opinion.  Difficulty  was  caused  by 
the  learned  judge's  finding  that  the  room  was  "  still  a  well-lighted 
room  "  ;  but  Lord  Lorebum,  C,  interpreted  this  as  meaning  that 
it  was  well  lighted,  not  according  to  the  standard  to  be  expected 
in  the  actual  locality  and  surroundings,  but  according  to  the 
standard  of  a  crowded  city.  It  seems  clear  that  the  decision  stood 
by  reason  of  the  express  finding  that  there  was  a  nuisance. 

The  effect  of  the  authorities,  including  Colls^  Case,  was  stated  by 
Farwell,  J.,  in  Higgins  v.  BeUsis)^  as  follows:  "Apart  from 
express  contract  or  grant,  the  owner  of  a  house  has  no  right  to  any 
access  of  light  to  the  windows  thereof  over  his  neighbour's  land 
until  he  has  acquired  it  by  prescription  or  under  the  Act.  When 
he  has  so  acquired  it  he  has  a  house  with  an  easement  of  light 
attached  to  it.  Any  substantial  interference  with  his  comfortable 
use  and  enjoyment  of  his  house  according  to  the  usages  of  ordinary 
persons  in  that  locality  is  actionable  as  a  nuisance  at  common  law. 
His  neighbour's  brick  burning  or  fried  fish  shop  may  be  a  nuisance 
in  respect  of  smell,  his  pestle  and  mortar  in  respect  of  noise  ;  and 
in  like  manner  his  neighbour's  new  building  may  be  a  nuisance  in 
respect  of  interference  with  light.  The  difference  between  the 
right  to  light  and  the  right  to  freedom  from  smell  and  noise  is  that 
the  former  has  to  be  acquired  as  an  easement  in  addition  to  the 
right  of  property  before  it  can  be  enforced,  the  two  latter  are  ab 
initio  incident  to  the  right  of  property.  But  the  wrong  done  is  in 
both  cases  the  same,  viz. : — the  disturbance  of  the  owner  in  his 
enjoyment  of  his  house.  Inasmuch  as  the  acquisition  of  the  ease- 
ment was  a  necessary  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  sue,  the 
Courts  appear  in  many  cases  to  have  addressed  themselves  rather 
to  the  extent  of  the  easement  acquired  and  the  amount  of  such 
easement  taken  away  by  the  defendant,  than  to  the  sufficiency  for 
ordinary  purposes  of  the  amount  of  light  left,  so  much  so  that 
many  expressions  can  be  found  that  lend  support  to  the  argument 
that  the  right  to  light  was  a  right  of  property  for  which  trespass 
would  Ke.  The  dominant  owner  was  never  entitled  either  by  pre- 
scription or  under  the  Act  to  all  the  light  that  came  through  his 
windows.  It  was  not  enough  to  show  that  some  light  had  been 
taken,  but  the  question  always  was  whether  so  much  had  been  taken 
as  to  cause  a  nuisance.  But  for  many  years  the  tendency  of  the 
Courts  had  been  to  measure  the  nuisance  by  the  amount  taken  from 


W  [1905]  2  Ch.  210. 
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[the  light  acquired,  and  not  to  consider  whether  the  amount  left  was 
suflSoient  for  the  reasonable  comfort  of  the  house  according  to  ordi- 
nary requirement.  If  a  man  had  a  house  with  unusually  excellent 
lights,  it  was  treated  as  a  nuisance  if  he  was  deprived  of  a  substan- 
tial part  of  it,  even  although  a  fair  amount  for  ordinary  purposes 
was  left.  It  is  in  this  respect  that  CoUa^  Case  has  to  my  mind 
readjusted  the  law.  It  is  still,  as  it  always  has  been,  a  question  of 
nuisance  or  no  nuisance,  but  the  test  of  nuisance  is  not '  how  much 
light  has  been  taken,  and  is  that  enough  materially  to  lessen  the 
enjoyment  and  use  of  the  house  that  its  owner  previously  had  ?  ' 
but  *  how  much  is  left,  and  is  that  enough  for  the  comfortable  use 
and  enjoyment  of  the  house  according  to  the  ordinary  requirements 
of  mankind?'  .  .  .  This  puts  the  case  of  nuisance  by  interference 
with  light  on  the  same  footing  as  other  cases  of  nuisance,  e.g., 
noise :  for,  apart  from  the  question  of  locality,  which  is  always 
important  in  considering  the  question  of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance, 
the  fact  that  the  owner  of  a  house  had  enjoyed  an  exceptional  quiet 
gave  him  no  right  to  more  than  the  ordinary  fi^eedom  from 
extraordinary  noises.'* 

In  this  case  the  injunction  was  granted  in  the  Tates  v.  Jack 
form,  with  the  addition  of  the  words  "  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance," 
suggested  by  Lord  Macnaghten  in  ColU  Com, 

Some  of  the  judges  have  been  inclined,  in  dealing  with  the 
easement  of  light,  to  establish  a  rule  or  test  more  specific  than 
the  above. 

The  Metropolis  Management  Amendment  Act,  1862  {i)y 
passed  on  the  7th  of  August,  1862,  contained  the  following 
provision : — 

"  No  building,  except  a  church  or  chapel,  shall  be  erected, 
on  the  side  of  any  new  street  of  a  less  width  than  fifty  feet, 
which  shall  exceed  in  height  the  distance  from  the  external  wall 
or  front  of  such  building  to  the  opposite  side  of  such  street, 
without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works,  nor  shall  the  height  of  any  building  so  erected  be  at  any 
time  subsequently  increased  so  as  to  exceed  such  distance  without 
such  consent;  and,  in  determining  the  height  of  such  building, 
the  measurement  shall  be  taken  from  the  level  of  the  centre  of 
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[the  street  immediately  opposite  the  building  up  to  the  parapet  or 
eaves  of  such  building." 

It  would  appear,  both  from  the  character  of  the  statute  in 
which  the  above  provision  is  contained,  and  also  from  the 
direction  to  measure  the  distance  in  every  case,  not  from  the  sill 
of  any  window,  but  from  the  level  of  the  street,  that  the  clause 
was  primarily  intended,  not  to  protect  the  enjoyment  of  light  in 
private  houses,  but  to  ensure  the  free  passage  of  air  and  sunlight 
to  the  streets  themselves.  But  in  some  cfiwes  decided  within  a  few 
years  of  the  passing  of  the  statute,  such  as  Hackett  v.  Baks  (w),  the 
rule  was  understood  otherwise. 

The  subsequent  cases  were,  however,  less  favourable  to  the 
establishment  of  any  rule  or  test  founded  on  the  analogy  of  the 
statute. 

In  Theed  v.  Debenham  (a-),  where  the  plaintiff,  a  sculptor,  claimed 
and  had  enjoyed  a  large  quantity  of  light  to  the  window  of  his 
studio.  Bacon,  V.-C,  who  granted  an  injunction,  declined  to 
recognize  any  such  rule  as  that  contended  for,  and  treated  Hackett 
V.  Baiss  as  resting  on  its  special  circumstances.  "  The  regulation 
may  be  an  illustration  or  guide,  but  rule  there  is  none." 

In  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  v.  JTino  (//),  the  Court  of  Appeal 
also  declined  to  apply  any  such  rule.  "  The  fact,"  said  James, 
L.  J.,  "  that  forty-five  degrees  of  light  are  left  is  only  a  small 
element  in  the  case.  It  may  be  used  as  a  sort  of  test  in  the 
absence  of  any  other  mode  of  arriving  at  a  conclusion ;  but  there 
is  no  rule  of  law,  no  rule  of  evidence,  and  no  presumption  except 
of  the  very  slightest  kind,  that,  where  the  angular  height  of  an 
erection  is  less  than  forty-five  degrees,  the  access  of  light  is  not 
substantially  interfered  with."  Brett,  L.  J.,  said  that  the  proper 
direction  to  give  to  a  jury  was  that  which  was  laid  down  by 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Best  in  Back  v.  Stacey  (s) ;  and  Cotton,  L.  J., 
gave  judgment  on  the  point  as  follows :  *'  I  think  that  the  way  in 
which  the  provision  as  to  forty-five  degrees  has  been  dealt  with 
by  judges  in  the  Chancery  Division  is  unfortunate,  the  Metropolitan 
Buildings  Act  having  been  loosely  referred  to  without  looking  at 
the  clause.  That  clause  is  intended  to  deal  with  the  width  of 
streets,  and  is  not  intended  to  lay  down  any  rule  applicable  to  the 


(u)  (1875),  L.  R.  20  Eq.  494.  See 
also  Beadel  v.  Pmy  (1866),  L.  R.  3 
Eq.  466 ;  City  of  London  Brewery  Co.  v. 
Tennant  (1878),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  212. 


{x)  (1876),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  D.  165. 
(y)  (1880),  L.  R.  14  Ch.  Diy.  213. 
(r)  Above,  p.  319. 
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[light  which  a  man  is  entitled  to  enjoy  in  the  City  of  London.     Extent  of 
The  angle  of  forty-five  degrees  is  not  taken  from  the  windows,  but      acquired, 
from  the  top  of  one  house  to  the  level  of  the  street  on  the  other  '  ^^  j^  ^ 
side ;  and,  therefore,  to  derive  from  that  enactment  any  rule  to     forty-five 
guide  us  in  saying  whether  or  no  there  has  been  a  substantial       ^^' 
interference  with  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  building  as  regards      v!  iCino, 
light,  is,  in   my  opinion,  looking  to  a  rule  laid  down  for  one 
purpose  as  a  guide  in  an  entirely  different  matter.     When  the 
buildings  do  not  rise   above   the    prescribed    angle,   there  will 
probably,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  no  substantial  inter- 
ference with  the  enjoyment  of  light ;  but  that  is  not  a  rule  to 
guide  a  jury  or  the  Court  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  as  to  whether 
there  is  a  substantial  interference ;  it  is  only  a  circumstance  which 
will  very  often  be  a  sufiBcient  guide,  but  which  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  present  case  appears  to  me  to  furnish  no  guide  at  all." 

In  Parker  v.  First  Avenue  Hotel  Co,  («),  North,  J.,  apparently  Parker  r. 
following  Hackett  v.  BaUs,  had  granted  an  injunction  restraining  ^^i^i  q^^ 
the  defendants  from  raising  their  new  buildings  in  front  of 
the  plaintiff's  ancient  windows  to  a  greater  height  than  three 
feet  above  the  sill  of  those  windows,  with  a  proviso  that  the 
injunction  should  not  "  prevent  the  defendants  from  putting  on  a 
sloping  roof  of  greater  height  so  long  as  the  angle  of  incidence  of 
light  over  such  sloping  roof  to  the  centre  part  of  the  plaintiff's  said 
windows  be  not  less  than  forty-five  degrees  from  the  perpendicular 
above  the  point  of  incidence."  On  appeal  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was 
decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  judgment 
in  general  terms  and  without  any  reference  to  the  angle  of  inci- 
dence,— no  evidence  having  been  given  to  show  that  a  roof  of  the 
kind  referred  to  would  not  in  the  particular  case  obstruct  the  light 
claimed. 

And  the  question  has  now  been  set  at  rest  by  the  decision  in  Coiu  v.  Home 
Colls  V.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores,  Ltd.  (6),  where  it  was  laid  down  stored  Ltd! 
that  there  is  no  hard  and  fast  rule  with  regard  to  the  angle  of 
forty-five  degrees. 

"  There  is  no  rule  of  law,"  said  Lord  Lindley  (c), "  that  if  a  person 
has  forty-five  degrees  of  unobstructed  Ught  through  a  particular 
window  left  to  him  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  a  nuisance 
caused  by  diminishing  the  light  which  formerly  came  through  that 


(a)  (1883),  L.  B.  24  Oh.  D.  282.  {b)  [1904]  A.  0.  179. 

(e)  Ibid,  at  p.  210. 


332 


PARTICULAR  EASEMENTS. 


Extent  of 

ri>fht 
acquired. 


Extraordi- 
nary user. 


Ambler  ▼. 
Gordon. 


[window  :  T/wed  v.  Debenham  (r/).  But  experience  shows  that  it  Is, 
generally  speaking,  a  fair  working  rule  to  consider  that  no  substan- 
tial injury  is  done  to  him  where  an  angle  of  forty-five  degrees  is 
left  to  him,  especially  if  there  is  good  light  from  other  directions  as 
well.  The  late  Lord  Justice  Cotton  pointed  this  out  in  Eccie^iaS' 
tical  CommmionersY,  Kiiio{e).  See  also  Parker  y.  First  Avenue 
Hotel  Co,  (/)." 

A  question  has  from  time  to  time  arisen  as  to  whether  the 
owner  of  a  tenement  who  for  upwaids  of  twenty  years  has  carried 
on  there  a  business  requiring  an  extraordinary  amount  of  light, 
and  has  in  fact  enjoyed  such  light,  thereby  acquires  a  prescriptive 
right  to  such  extraordinary  enjoyment.  This  question  was  dis- 
cussed in  Lanfranchi  v.  Mackenzw  {g)y  Dickinson  v.  Harhottle  (A), 
Mackey  v.  Scottish  Widows*  Society  (t),  Lazarus  v.  The  Artistic  Photo- 
graphic  Co.  (A:),  and  Parker  v.  Stanley  (/),  and  was  finally  decided 
in  the  negative  in  Ambler  v.  Gordon  {m).  '*  I  think,"  said  Bray,  J., 
in  giving  judgment  in  that  case,  "  the  result  of  the  judgment  in 
Colls*  Case  is  to  show  that  the  test  of  the  right  is  whether  the 
obstruction  complained  of  is  a  nuisance.  If  one  turns  to  the 
nuisance  cases,  do  we  find  any  trace  of  a  doctrine  that  a  person  in 
bad  health  or  carrying  on  a  delicate  trade  is  entitled  to  more 
comfort  or  freedom  from  annoyance  than  ordinary  people,  because 
for  twenty  years  his  neighbours  have  been  aware  of  his  state  of 
health,  or  the  trade  he  was  carrying  on,  and  have  left  him  imdis- 
turbed  P  I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision  which  suggests  it.  Such 
a  proposition  sounds  absurd.  Again,  I  think  in  many  of  the 
judgments,  in  Colls*  Case  and  in  other  cases,  it  is  implied,  if  not 
expressed,  that,  in  measuring  the  quantum  of  light  to  which  the 
owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  is  entitled,  the  purpose  for  which 
he  desires  to  use  or  uses  the  light  should  be  disregarded  and  does 
not  either  enlarge  or  diminish  the  easement  which  he  has  acquired. 
See  especially  the  judgment  of  Lord  Davey,  where  he  says  («), 
*'  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  a  man  does  not  lose  or  restrict  his 
right  to  light  by  non  user  of  his  ancient  lights  or  by  not  using 
the  full  measure  of  light  which  the  law  permits.  ...  If  the  actual 
user  is  not  the  test,  where  the  use  falls  below  the  standard  of  what 


(rf)  (1876),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  D.  166 ;  above, 
p.  330. 

(e)   (1880),  L.  R.  14  Ch.  D.  228;  above, 
p.  330. 

(/)  (1888),  L.  R.  24  Oh.  D.  282,  above, 
p.  331. 


{g)   (1867),  L.  R.  4  Eq.  421. 
(A)  (1873),  28  L.  T.  N.  8.  186. 
t)  (1877),  Ir.  R.  11  Eq.  541. 
\k)   [1897]  2  Ch.  214. 
(/)  (1902),  60  W.  R.  282. 
(m)  11906]  1  K.  B.  417. 
(n)  [1904JA.  C.  atp.  203. 
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[may  reasonably  be  required  for  the  ordinary  uses  of  inhabitancy 
and  business,  why  (it  may  be  asked)  should  it  be  made  a  test 
where  the  use  has  been  of  a  special  or  extraordinary  character  in 
excess  of  that  standard?'  So  in  Yates  v.  Jack  {6) ^  Lord  Cran- 
worth  rejects  the  argument  of  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff's 
present  business  did  not  require  a  strong  light,  and  for  this  business 
there  remained  a  sufficient  light.  So,  again,  in  Courtauld  v. 
Legh  (j»),  it  was  held  that  the  right  was  acquired,  although  for  a 
part  of  the  twenty  years  the  house  was  uninhabited  and  unfit  for 
habitation.  It  was  well  observed  by  Mr.  Waugh  in  his  argument 
for  the  defendant  that  the  special  user  on  which  the  claim  is 
founded  is  a  user  on  the  dominant  tenement  and  not  on  the 
servient  tenement.  The  servient  tenement  is  not  in  any  way 
affected  by  it.  If  the  true  doctrine  be  that  which  is  laid  down  in 
Colh^  Case,  that  by  twenty  years'  user  all  that  is  acquired  is  a  right 
to  prevent  the  defendant  from  building  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 
light  previously  enjoyed  so  materially  as  to  amount  to  a  nuisance, 
I  think  it  would  not  be  logically  consistent  with  this  doctrine  to 
hold  that  a  larger  right  can  be  acquired.  I  think  also  that  to 
introduce  the  element  of  the  quantum  of  user  would  work  incon- 
venience and  introduce  uncertainty.  If  the  only  right  capable 
of  being  acquired  be  sufficient  light  for  the  ordinary  uses  of 
inhabitancy  and  business,  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement 
knows  his  exact  position  ;  he  knows  within  reasonable  limits  how 
high  he  can  raise  his  buildings,  and  whether  during  the  twenty 
years  it  is  worth  his  while  to  obstruct  his  neighbour's  windows.  If 
a  right  to  special  light  be  capable  of  acquisition  without  his  know- 
ledge, he  cannot  know  his  position ;  and  if  he  has  notice  of  some 
special  light  being  required  for  his  neighbour's  business,  he  cannot 
measure  the  extent  with  any  exactitude.  It  seems  to  me  altogether 
unreasonable  to  presume  that  any  man  would  have  made  a  grant 
of  such  an  indefinite  easement.  On  the  whole  I  think  both 
reason  and  authority  compel  me  to  decide  this  point  against  the 
plaintiffs"  (q). 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  in  Coils^  Case  (r)  Lord  Robertson  Bad  light 
said,  "  Can  a  man  by  making  one  window  where  there  should  be 
five  to  give  proper  light,  and  living  twenty  years  in  this  cave, 
prevent  his  neighbour  from  building  a  house  which  would  have 
done  no  harm  to  the  light  if  there  had  been  five  windows  P  "    A 


(o)  (1866),  L.  B.  1  Ch.  295. 
(p)  (1869),  L.  B.  4  Ezoh.  126. 


(q)  Cf.  Corbeti  v.  Jonas,  [1892]  3  Ch. 
137,  a  case  of  implied  grant, 
(r)  [1904]  A.  0.  181. 
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[question  of  this  nature  may  hereafter  arise  ;  but  there  is  no  doubt 
that  in  many  eases  a  window  having  what  is  called  "  a  bad  light  " 
has  received  even  greater  protection  from  the  Courts  than  the 
window  of  a  well-lighted  room. 

In  connection  with  this  question  reference  may  also  be  ^made  to 
certain  cases  in  which  it  appears  to  be  suggested  that  the  right  of 
the  dominant  owner  is  dependent  to  some  extent  on  the  purposes 
for  which  he  uses  the  light ;  so  that  if  during  the  statutory  period 
he  has  used  the  premises  for  some  purpose  not  requiring  the 
ordinary  amount  of  light,  his  right  would  be  limited  to  the 
amount  of  light  in  fact  used.  This  suggestion  is,  perhaps,  founded 
on  the  case  next  cited.] 

In  Martin  v.  Ooble  (s)  an  action  was  brought  for  obstructing 
lights.  It  appeared  that  the  building  in  question  had  stood 
between  thirty  and  forty  years  and  had  formerly  been  used  as  a 
malt-house;  but  about  seven  years  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit  it  was  converted  into  a  parish  workhouse.  The  evidence 
was  contradictory  as  to  the  amount  of  light  obstructed  by  the  wall 
built  by  the  defendant.  Macdonald,  C.  B.,  said,  ^'  It  was  not 
enough  that  the  windows  were,  to  a  certain  degree,  darkened 
by  the  wall  which  the  defendant  had  erected  on  his  own  ground. 
The  house  was  entitled  to  the  degree  of  light  necessary  for  a  malt- 
house,  not  for  a  dwelling-house ;  the  converting  it  from  the  one 
into  the  other  could  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  owners  of  the 
adjoining  ground.  No  man  could,  by  any  act  of  his  own,  sud- 
denly impose  a  new  restriction  on  his  neighbour.  This  house  had 
for  twenty  years  enjoyed  light  suflScient  for  a  malt-house;  and 
up  to  this  extent,  and  no  further,  the  plaintiffs  could  still  require 
that  light  should  be  admitted  to  it.  The  question,  therefore,  was 
whether,  if  it  still  remained  in  the  condition  of  a  malt-house,  a 
proper  degree  of  light,  for  the  purpose  of  making  malt,  was  now 
prevented  from  entering  it  by  reason  of  the  wall  which  the  de- 
fendant had  erected."  The  report  does  not  state  whether  any  new 
windows  had  been  made  in  the  house  upon  the  change  in  its 
destination,  or  whether  any  alteration  had  been  made  in  the  form 
or  size  of  the  ancient  windows,  or  other  apertures,  for  admitting 
light,  [and,  except  upon  the  assumption  that  new  windows  had 
been  made,  or  increased  light  obtained  by  some  other  structural 
alteration,  the  case  cannot  now  be  relied  upon  as  an  authority  for 
the  above  proposition  (t). 


(•)  (1808),  1  Camp.  320. 


(0  See  Tates  v.  Jack  (1886),  L.  R.  1 
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[It  has  been  held  to  be  no  answer  to  a  suit  for  obstruction  of 
light  that  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  as  much  additional  light  in 
another  direction  as  the  defendant  is  about  to  obstruct.  "The 
right  is  a  right  between  the  owner  of  the  dominant  and  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement.  He  has  a  right  to  as  much  light  over 
his  neighbour's  land  to  and  for  the  use  of  his  house  as  he  enjoyed 
twenty  years  ago,  and  the  neighbour  has  no  right  to  deprive  him 
of  such  light,  because  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  has, 
either  by  purchase  from,  or  by  the  free  gift  of  any  other  person,  or 
by  the  operation  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  obtained  other  light  in 
addition  to  that  which  he  had  a  prescriptive  right  to  *'  (m).  It  is 
not  clear  whether  this  decision  still  holds  good  to  its  full  extent ; 
but  at  all  events  it  appears  that  other  light  which  may  at  any  time 
be  obstructed  should  be  left  out  of  consideration  {x). 

If  an  actionable  nuisance  is  proved,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the  Glazed  tiles, 
person  who  obstructs  the  light  to  offer  to  patch  up  the  injury  he  is 
doing  by  putting  glazed  tiles  in  front  of  the  windows  in  question. 
"  A  person  who  wishes  to  preserve  his  light  has  no  power  to  compel 
his  neighbour  to  preserve  the  tiles  or  a  mirror  (which  might  be 
better),  or  to  keep  them  clean  ;  nor  has  he  covenants  for  these  pur- 
poses that  will  run  with  the  land  or  affect  persons  who  take  without 
notice.  And,  therefore,  it  is  quite  preposterous  to  say,  Let  me 
damage  you,  provided  we  apply  such  and  such  a  remedy  "  (y).] 

By  the  laws  of  all  countries,  and  by  the  English  law  at  a  very  Easement  of 
early  period,  it  appears  that  an  action  would  li^  for  the  obstructing  ^^^^  by^ 
of  ancient  lights  (a).     Although,  however,  by   the   civil  law,  a  enjoTment. 
servitude  of  prospect  could  be  acquired  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
other  servitude,  the  law  of  England  recognizes  no  such  right  (<?), 
except  by  express  grant  or  covenant.     Of  the  existence  of  the 
right  when  so  created  the  squares  in  London  afford  well-known 
instances.     The  validity   of    restrictions  thus  imposed    is    fully 


Gh.  295 ;  Cakrafty.  Thotnpson  (1867),  15 
W.  R.  387  ;  Younff  v.  Shaper  (1872),  21 
W.  R.  135 ;  Af/MUi/  ▼.  Glover  (1874), 
L.  R.  18  £q.  548  ;  10  Ch.  283  ;  Moore  v. 
Sail  (1878),  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  D.  178;  Att.- 
Gen.  V.  Queen  Anne^  ^c.  Mantiotu,  Ltd. 
(1889),  5  T.  L.  R.  430 ;  Dicker  y.  Popham 
(1890),  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  379 ;  ColW  Case, 
[1904]  A.  C.  211,  per  Lord  Lindley;  and 
caaes  quoted  above,  p.  332. 

(m)  Di/ers*  Co.  v.  Kinff  (1870),  L.  R. 
9  Eq.  438. 

{x)  See  per  Lord  Lindleyin  Colls*  Case^ 


[1904]  A.  C.  at  p.  211;  and  Kine  v. 
/o%,  [1906]  1  Ch.  at  pp.  493,  497; 
[1906]  A.  C.  7. 

(y)  Per  Wood,  V.-C,  in  Dent  v.  Auc- 
tion Mart  Co.  (1866),  L.  R.  2  Eq.  238, 
261.  Cf.  Mm^kei/  v.  Scottish  Widows' 
Society  (1877),  Ir.  R.  11  Eq.  641. 

(z)  Aldred's  Case  (1611),  9  Rep  68  b, 
and  cases  there  cited. 

(a)  *^  The  law  don*t  give  an  action  for 
such  things  of  delight.*'  Aldred's  Case, 
ubi  sup. 
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enjoyment. 

Att.'Gen.  v. 
Doughty, 


pj^pZw^not  ^^opiized  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  case  of    Squires  v. 

acquired  by     Campbell  (b) . 

In  The  Attorney' General  v.  Doughty  (c),  a  motion  was  made  for 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  proceeding  with  a 
certain  building  which  would  intercept  the  prospect  from  Gray's 
Inn  Gardens ;  and  the  report  states  '*  that  the  interposition  of 
the  Court  was  desired,  not  on  the  foundation  of  a  nuisance,  but 
on  a  long  enjoyment  of  right  to  this  prospect  by  this  Society, 
which  right  liad  been  admitted  formerly  by  parties  concerned  to 
dispute  it,  and  by  a  court  of  equity;  namely,  in  1686,  when 
several  orders  on  petitions  were  made  by  Lord  Jeff  cries  to 
restrain  the  building  so  as  to  intercept  this  prospect:  and  the 
manner  of  defence  thereto  shows  this  right  of  the  Society  was 
not  disputed,  it  only  going  upon  this,  that  the  Court  was  imposed 
on  by  the  plans  shown.  That  rights  of  this  kind  have  been 
taken  notice  of,  appears  from  the  Act  of  Parliament  made 
for  adorning  Lincoln's  Inn,  where  the  parties  acquiesced  under 
such  a  right."  Lord  Hardwicke,  however,  refused  to  grant  an 
injunction  before  answer,  saying,  "  I  know  no  general  rule  of 
common  law  which  says  that  building  so  as  to  stop  another's 
prospect  is  a  nuisance ;  was  that  the  case,  there  could  be  no  great 
towns,  and  I  must  grant  injunctions  to  all  the  new  buildings  in 
this  town.  It  depends  on  a  particular  right,  and  then  the  party 
must  first  have  an  opportunity  to  answer  it.  As  to  the  orders 
made  by  Lord  Jefferies,  who  was  too  apt  to  do  things  in  an  extra- 
ordinary manner,  fortiter  in  modo  as  well  as  in  re,  they  were 
made  on  petition,  without  a  bill  filed,  and  those  I  lay  out  of  the 
case.  There  may  be  such  a  right  as  this,  as  in  the  c€ise  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament  touching  Lincoln's  Inn.  That  was  upon  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  which,  if  shown  here,  it  would  be  different, 
or  if  there  was  ground  to  presume  such  an  agreement." 

[In  The  Fuhmongern^  Co.  v.  The  East  India  Co,  {d),  Lord  Hard- 
wicke says,  "It  is  true  the  value  of  the  plaintiffs'  house  may  be 
reduced  by  rendering  the  prospect  less  pleasant;  but  that  is  no 
reason  to  hinder  a  man  from  building  on  his  own  ground." 


{b)  (1836),  I  Mylne  &  Crai^,  459. 
[See  7'uik  v.  Moxhay  (1848),  2  Phil.  774  ; 
78  R.  R.  289 ;  Western  v.  MacLermoit 
(1866),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  72;  Piggott  v. 
Stration  (1849),  Johns.  341 ;  McLean  v. 
McKay  (1873).  L.  R.  6  P.  C.  327.  A 
grant  will  not  be  manufactured  out  of 


the  common  covenant  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment: FotU  V.  Smith  (1868),  L.  R.  6 
Eq.  311.] 

{e)  (1788),  2  Ves.  sen.  452. 

(d)  (1751),  1  Dickens,  163.  d.Knowln 
T.  Miehardton  (1681),  1  Mod.  56. 
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[Similarly  in  Butt  v.  Imperial  Gas  Co.  (e),  it  was  decided  that  Right  to  have 

T^iV^Tlfll  flOfl  866X1 

the  plaintiff  could  not  complain  of  the  erection  of  a  gasometer  not  acquired 
on  the  defendants'  premises  merely  on  the  ground  that  it  would  by  enjoyment, 
prevent  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  name-board  from  being  seen 
from  the  high  road,  and  so  deprive  him  of  chance  customers. 
Apparently  the  name-board  had  not  stood  for  tVenty  years ;  but 
if  it  had,  the  decision  would  have  been  the  same  (/). 

And  conversely,  no  action  would  lie  for  the  loss  of  privacy  or  Privacy, 
amenity  by  the  opening  of  windows  in  a  neighbouring  house  (^), 
or  a  public  road  over  neighbouring  lands  (h). 

Although  in  this  country,  owing  to  the  great  value  of  land  in  Law  of 
cities  and  the  small  extent  of  properties,  men  are  tenacious  of  every  ™®"®*- 
ray  of  light,  and  go  through  an  immense  amount  of  litigation  to 
assert  their  right  to  it,  in  some  of  the  United  States  of  America 
the  doctrine  of  the  English  law  does  not  prevail,  and  a  right 
to  light  cannot  be  acquired  by  prescription  or  implied  grant ;  the 
Courts  there  applying  to  the  case  of  windows  the  reasoning  in 
Webb  V.  Bird{i).  In  other  States  the  rule  of  the  English  law  is 
adopted  {k).  It  is  argued  that  a  man  may  easily  acquire  a  fringe 
of  land  surrounding  his  house  to  supply  himself  with  light  for 
his  windows,  and  his  neighbour  may  abstain  from  building  on  his 
land  to  the  obstruction  of  his  windows  for  a  number  of  years 
for  reasons  other  than  because  he  is  under  an  obligation  not  to 
build.] 

By  the  civil  law,  the  servitude  "  ne  luminibus  officiatur "  was  Civil  law. 
one  of  the  ordinary  urban  servitudes  (/) ;  a  similar  servitude  also 


(e)  (1866),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  158. 

(/)  See  Smith  v.  Owm  (1866),  36  L.  J. 
Ch.  317  ;  14  W.  R.  422  ;  and  per  Lord 
Blackburn  in  Balion  v.  An^us  (1881), 
L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  824. 

(ff)  Chandler  v.  Thomson  (1811),  3 
Camp.  80 ;  13  R.  R.  756 ;  of.  Fotts  v. 
Smith  (1868),  L.  R.  6  Eq.  311,  at  p.  318. 

(A)  See  Re  Penny  (1867),  7  E.  &  B. 
660 ;  JDuke  of  Bucelettch  v.  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  (1870),  L.  R.  6  Exch. 
221,  237.  Lord  Manners  v.  Johnson 
(1876),  L.  R.  1  Ch.  D.  673,  was  a  case 
of  express  covenant. 

(i)  Below,  p.  339.  "There  is,  I 
thnik,  no  principle  npon  which  the 
modem  EngUBh  doctrine  on  the  subject 
of  lights  can  be  supported.  It  is  an 
anomaly  in  the  law.  It  may  do  well 
enough  in  England,  and  I  see  that  it 

G. 


has  recently  been  sanctioned  with  some 
qualifications  by  an  Act  of  Parliament ; 
but  it  cannot  be  applied  in  the  growing 
cities  and  villages  of  this  country  with- 
out working  the  most  mischievous  con- 
sequences. It  has  never,  I  think,  been 
deemed  a  part  of  our  law ;  and,  besides, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  prove  that  the 
rule  in  question  was  known  to  the  com- 
mon lawprevious  to  the  19th  of  April, 
1775.  There  were  two  nisi  prius  de- 
cisions at  an  earlier  day ;  but  the  doc- 
trine was  not  sanctioned  in  Westminster 
HaU  until  1786,  when  the  case  of  Bar- 
win  V.  Upton  was  decided  by  the  K.  B. 
This  was  dearly  a  departure  from  the 
old  law." — Per  Bronson,  J.,  in  Parker  v. 
FooU,  19  Wend.  (N.  T.)  309. 

{k)  Washburn  on  Easements,  683. 

(/)  Ciim  autem  serntus  imponitnr— 

22 
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Air. 


Gases  of 
-windimlls. 


existed  for  the  right  of  prospect  (;/>),  which  appears  to  have  been 
very  extensive. 

The  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  air  is,  generally  speaking,  at 
common  law,  governed  by  the  same  principles  as  those  which 
regulate  the  passage  of  light;  [so  that,  while  no  right  can  be 
acquired  to  have  a  free  circulation  of  air  over  a  vacant  piece  of 
ground,  or  over  or  round  a  building  placed  upon  the  land  (the 
enjoyment  being  both  indefinite  and  practically  incapable  of  being 
interrupted)  («),  the  right  to  the  access  of  air  to  a  house  through 
definite  apertures  opened  for  the  purpose  is  one  which  can  appar- 
ently be  acquired  by  user  at  common  law,  or  by  prescription  (o), 
and  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  defined  channel  over 
the  servient  tenement  through  which  the  air  flows  (p)*'} 

The  old  authorities,  indeed,  mention  a  singular  case  of  an  ease- 
ment of  this  kind,  which  might  have  the  effect  of  imposing  very 
extensive  restrictions  upon  the  ownew  of  the  neighbouring  land. 

Winch,  J.,  said,  "  That  where  one  erected  a  house  so  high  that 
the  wind  was  stopped  from  the  windmills  in  Fiusbury  Fields,  it 
was  adjudged  that  it  should  be  broken  down  "  (q). 

And,  again,  '^  in  an  assize  of  nuisance,  brought  because  levavit 
domum  ad  nocumentum  of  his  mill,  by  which  the  wind  is  stopped 
to  come  at  his  mill,  so  that  he  cannot  grind,  &c.,  and  the  jury  find 
that  the  defendant  has  erected  a  house  de  novo,  and  that  only  two 
yards  of  the  top  of  the  house  is  to  the  nuisance,  this  is  found  for 
the  plaintiGP,  for  here  the  declaration  is  not  falsified  (falsifie)  (r), 


ns  luminibus  ojiciatur — hoc  maxima  adepti 
videmiir,  ne  jus  sit  vicino,  invitis  nobiB, 
altius  edifioare.  atque  ita  minuere  lumiDa 
iiMtromin  aedificiorum. — Dig.  8,  2,  4,  de 
serv.  preed.  urb. 

(m)  Est  et  hieo  servitus — ne  prospectoi 
officiatur.— Dig.  8,  2,  3. 

Inter  servitutes,  ne  luminibus  ojiciatur, 
et  ne  prospectui  offendatuvy  aliud  et  aliud 
observatur ;  quod  in  prospectu  pins  quis 
habet  ne  quid  ei  ofBciatur  ad  gratiorem 
prospectum  et  liberum:  in  luminibus 
autem  (non  officere)  ne  lumina  cujus- 
quam  obscuriora  iiaut ;  quodcunque 
igitur  faciat  ad  luminis  impedimeutum, 

frohiberi  potest,  si  servitus  debeatur. — 
bid.  15. 
(w)  Harrii  v.  Be  Pinna  (1886),  L.  R. 
33  Ch.  Div.  238. 

(o)  Cable  v.  Bryant,  [1908]  I  Ch.  259 ; 
per  Neville,  J.,   at  p.   264  ;    but   see 
Bryant  v.  Lefever,  post,  p.  340. 
(p)  Cable  V.  Bryant f  ubi  sup. 


{q)  Viner's  Abridp-.  Kusance,  G.  pi. 
19.  [Taken  from  Winch's  Reports,  3, 
where,  in  what  professes  to  be  a  report 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  Clourt  of 
Common  Pleas  in  £.  19  James  1,  it  is 
said :  '  *  Winch  said  that  it  was  adjudged 
in  this  Court,  that  where  one  erected  a 
house  so  high  in  Finsburj  Fields,  hy  the 
windmills,  that  the  wind  was  stopped 
from  them,  that  it  was  adjudged  in  this 
case  that  the  house  shall  be  broken 
down . ' '  These  Reports  professing  to  be 
a  translation  of  the  judge's  own  notes, 
it  seems  strange  that,  instead  of  report- 
ing a  case,  he  should  record  an  anecdote 
told  by  himself  in  Court,  and  speak  of 
himself  in  the  third  person.  This  is 
explained  by  the  fact  mentioned,  in  the 
preface  to  Benloe  and  Dalison,  that 
Winch's  Reports  are  improperly  ascribed 
^  to  that  learned  judge.] 

(r)  This  is  erroneously  printed  **  satis- 
fied "  in  Viner,  Nusanoe,  N.  2,  pi.  6. 
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but  only  abridged,  and  the  judgment  shall  be,  that  the  two  yards 
be  dejected."  M.  11  Jas.  1,  inter  Goodman  mid  Gore  and  oihem^ 
adjudged  (»). 

[But,  in  view  of  the  later  decisions,  these  authorities  can  no  Eaaement  of 
longer  be  considered  good  law,  and  the  right  acquired  by  user  *"* 
must  be  confined  to  the  access  of  air  through  a  definite  aperture. 

Thus,  in  Webb  v.  Bird{t)y  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  wind-  Wehh  t.  Bird, 


(•)  2  RoUe's  Abr.  70*,  TriaU.  C.  pi. 
23.  [The  case  referred  to  by  Rolle  is 
reported  in  Gh>db.  221,  as  TraherfCs  Cane 
(C.  P.  11  James),  where,  in  an  assize  of 
nuisance,  the  plaintiff  showed  that  he 
had  a  windmill,  and  that  the  defendant 
bnilt  a  house  so  as  it  hindered  his  mill. 
The  jury  found  that  the  defendant  built 
the  houcte,  but  that  only  two  feet  of  it 
did  hinder  the  plaintiff  s  mill,  and  was 
a  nuisance.  The  Court  (Hobart,  0.  J.) 
was  of  opinion  that  but  part  of  the 
house  should  be  abated,  viz.,  that  which 
was  found  to  be  a  nuisance. 

In  Ooodman  and  Gore's  Case  (C.  P. 
10  Jas.  Godb.  189),  Gk)odman  brought 
an  assize  against  Gore  and  others  for 
erecting  two  houses  to  the  west  eud  of 
his  windmill,  per  quod  ventus  impe- 
ditur,  &c.  It  was  given  in  evidence 
that  the  houses  were  about  eighty  feet 
from  the  mill  in  height,  did  extend 
above  the  top  of  the  mill,  and  in  length 
were  twelve  yards  from  the  mill ;  and, 
notwithstanding,  the  Court  (Coke,  C.  J.) 
directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defen- 
dant (1861,  see  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  273,  n.). 

On  the  cases  in  Rolle  and  Winch, 
Willes,  J.,  observes  that  there  was  a 
distinction  between  ordinary  mills  and 
the  prescriptive  right  which  the  lord  of 
a  manor  had  to  compel  all  residents 
within  the  manor  to  grind  their  com  at 
his  miU.  Privileged  mills  of  that  de- 
scription had  peculiar  rights.  (10  C.  B. 
N.  S.  285.) 

These  three  windmill  cases  may  per- 
haps be  reduced  to  one,  and  that  a  case 
considered  by  the  lawyers  of  the  time 
as  of  no  authority  on  the  subject  of 
easements.  The  first  was  tried  before 
C  "ke,  C.  J.,  in  10  Jas.  1,  reported  by 
Godb.  189,  as  Gooiman  v.  Gore  and 
Others,  It  will  be  seen  by  the  report 
that  Lord  Coke  displayed  a  disposition 
to  trip  the  plaintiff  up  on  a  point  of 
form,  a  circumstance  consistent  with 
the  fact  of  the  house  being  built  con> 
trary  to  a  royal  proclamation  which  he 
would  not  directly  oppose,  as  he  was 
then  on  his  preferment,  being  then 
Chief  Justice  of   the   Common  Pleas, 
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and  soon  after  appointed  Chief  Justice 
of  the  King^M  Bench.  His  opinion  of 
these  proclamations  may  be  seen  in  3 
Inst.  201,  "Of  Buildings,"  where  he 
says,  *'  We  have  not  read  of  any  Act  of 
Farliament  now  in  force  made  against 
the  excess  of  building,  or  touching  the 
order  or  manner  of  building ;  but  it  is 
a  wasting  evil  whereunto  some  wise 
men  are  subject.''  Also  in  12  Rep.  74. 
The  second  case  was  tried  the  following 
year  before  Hobart,  C.  J.,  and  brought 
to  a  more  successful  issue.  It  is  cited 
by  Rolle  as  Goodman  v.  Gore  ;  the  same 
as  that  given  to  the  first  by  Godbolt. 
Rolle  does  not  refer  to  Godbolt,  and 
probably  took  the  case  from  his  own 
notes  before  Grodbolt  was  published. 
Gk)dbolt  was  published  in  1652,  when 
Rolle  was  Chief  Justice  of  the  Upper 
Bench.  Winch,  eight  years  afterwardi«, 
says  that  such  a  case  had  been  adjudged 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  his  description 
of  the  case  fits  the  cases  in  Godbolt.  As 
to  the  authority  of  the  windmill  case,  it 
is  mentioned  neither  by  Coke  nor  Hobart. 
Coke  in  his  chapter  on  buildings  (3  Inst. 
201),  says,  **  Also  the  common  law  pro- 
hibits the  building  of  any  edifice  to  the 
common  nuisance  or  to  the  nuisance  of 
tiny  man  in  his  house,  as  the  stopping  up 
of  his  lights  or  to  any  other  prejudice 
or  auDoyance  of  him.''  Rolle  does  not 
abiidge  it  under  the  head  of  **•  Nitsanee,*' 
where  he  abridges  the  judgment  of 
Wray,  C.  J.,  in  Aldred^s  Case,  as  to  the 
stoppage  of  air  to  windows,  but  under 
the  head  of  '*  Trial,**  as  an  authority 
for  the  position  that  where  a  plaintiff 
declares  that  a  whole  building  is  a 
nuisance,  and  the  jury  find  part  only  to 
be  BO,  the  action  shall  not  eulirely  fail. 

In  old  maT)s  of  London,  a  row  of 
windmills  appears  on  the  heights  to  the 
north  of  LondoD.  Probably  in  the  time 
of  King  James  it  was  thought  an  alarm- 
ing circumstance  as  affecting  the  tiupply 
of  food  to  the  city,  that  any  onw  should 
build  so  near  them  as  to  take  the  wind 
from  their  sails.] 

{t)  (1861—3),  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  268  ;  13 
C.  B.N.  S.  841. 

(2) 


^ 
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Easement  of    [mill  was  built  in  1829.    The  defendant,  in  1859  and  1860,  built 

.  a  school- house   within  twenty-five  yards   from  the  mill,  which 

*^  '  obstructed  and  diverted  the  currents  of  air  that  would  otherwise 
have  passed  to  the  mill.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that, 
as  the  plaintiff's  mill  was  erected  within  time  of  legal  memory, 
there  could  be  no  prescription  at  common  law;  nor  could  the 
plaintiff  prescribe  under  the  Prescription  Act,  because  the  ease- 
ments contemplated  by  the  second  section  were  only  such  as  were 
to  be  exercised  upon  or  over  the  soil  of  an  adjoining  owner  and 
were  capable  of  interruption  («).  The  Exchequer  Chamber  agreed 
with  the  Common  Pleas  that  the  right  to  the  passage  of  air  was 
not  a  right  to  an  easement  within  the  meaning  oi  2  &  '6  Will.  4, 
c.  71,  s.  2  ;  and  held,  further,  that  the  claim  could  not  be  supported 
upon  the  presumption  of  a  grant  arising  from  the  uninterrupted 
enjoyment  as  of  right  for  a  certain  term  of  years,  because  they 
thought,  in  accordance  with  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords 
in  Chasemore  v.  Richards  (^),  that  the  presumption  of  grant  from 
long-continued  enjoyment  only  arose  where  the  person  against 
whom  the  right  was  claimed  might  have  interrupted  or  prevented 
the  exercise  of  the  subject  of  the  supposed  grant ;  and  in  the  case 
of  the  windmill,  it  would  be,  if  not  absolutely  impossible,  yet  so 
diflScult  to  prevent  the  exercise  of  the  right  claimed,  that  no  pre- 
sumption of  a  grant,  or  easement  in  the  nature  of  a  grant,  could 
be  founded  upon  the  non-interruption  of  the  exercise  of  the  alleged 
right  by  the  person  against  whom  it  was  claimed.  Blackburn,  J., 
said  that  he  wished  to  guard  against  its  being  supposed  that  any- 
thing in  the  judgment  affected  the  common  law  right  that  might 
be  acquired  to  the  access  of  light  and  air  through  a  window. 
SrvantY,  In  Brf/aut  Y,  Lef ever  (h),  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  were 

^fi'^'  occupiers  of  adjoining  houses,  which  had  remained  in  the  sime 

condition  for  some  thirty  or  forty  years.  The  defendants,  in 
rebuilding  their  house,  carried  up  the  building  much  beyond  its 
former  height,  and  stacked  timber  on  the  roof,  thereby  causing  the 
plaintiff's  chimneys  to  smoke  whenever  he  lighted  fires.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  a  right  to  have  the  free  cwjcess  of  air  to  his 
chimneys,  and  added  a  claim  in  respect  of  nuisance.  The  facts 
being  proved.  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  gave  judgment  for  the  plain- 


(s\  See  above  D  23G  («)  ('879),  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div.  172. 

(«)  »ee  above,  p.  z^o.  ^^v  ;^^^^j  ^  Aekland,   [1895]  2  Oh. 

(0  (1859),  7  H.  L.  0.  349.  389 ;  [1897]  A.  0.  165. 
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[tiff ;  but,  on  appeal,  judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendants  on  Easement  of 
the  authority  of  fTebb  v.  Bird. "^' 

The  allegation  of  nuisance  was  disposed  of  by  the  answer  that      ufwer! 
the  smoke  was  produced  by  the  plaintiff. 

As  to  the  claim  to  the  access  of  air,  the  Lords  Justices  held  that 
there  was  no  natural  right  to  such  access ;  for  the  establishment  of 
such  a  right  would  prevent  every  adjoining  owner  from  making  a 
reasonable  use  of  his  land.  Neither  could  the  right  be  acquired 
by  prescription  at  common  law, — for  the  building  of  a  house  did 
not  increase  the  natural  right  in  respect  of  the  land ;  nor  by  the 
doctrine  of  lost  grant, — which  was  only  ancillary  to  common  law 
prescription ;  nor  under  the  Prescription  Act,  which  did  not  apply 
to  air.  The  claim  was  vague  and  uncertain,  and  the  enjoyment 
incapable  of  being  interrupted  by  any  reasonable  means.  Liord 
Justice  Cotton  added  that  "  it  was  unnecessary  to  say  whether,  if  the 
uninterrupted  flow  of  air  through  a  definite  aperture  or  channel 
over  a  neighbour's  property  had  been  enjoyed  as  of  right  for  a 
sufficient  period,  a  right  by  way  of  easement  could  be  acquired"  {x). 

On   the  other  hand,   in   Moseley  v.   Blandj  cited  in  Aldred^s  Air  through 
Case  (y).  Wray,  C.  J.,  said  that,  for  stopping  as  well  of  the  whole-  ^<l;>.^«- 
some  air  as  of  light,  action  lies  and  damages  shall  be  recovered ;  Bland, 
for  both  are  necessary.     And,  if  the  stopping  of  the  wholesome 
air,  &c.,  gives  cause  of  action,  k  fortiori  an  action  lay  in  the  case 
at  bar  for  infecting  and  corrupting  the  air.     This  judgment  is 
thus  abridged  by  Rolle  {2) : — The  stoppage  of  salubrious  air  is  a 
nuisance  as  well  as  the  stoppage  of  light. 

In    Gale    v.   Abbott  (a) j    and    Bent    v.   Auction   Mart    Co,(b)y  Oalev,  Abbott 
injunctions  were  granted  to  remove  and  prevent  impediments 
to  ventilation.     In  the  first  case  the  defendant  was  ordered  to 
remove  a  skylight  which  he  had  placed  over  his  yard,  and  which 
materially  impeded  the  passage   of  air  to  the  window  of  the 
plaintiff's  back  kitchen.     It  was  by  that  means  alone  that  a 
thorough  ventilation   existed  to  the   plaintiff's  house,   and  the 
benefit    therefore  was    not    inappreciable.     In   the    other    case,  jyentT.Aue- 
Wood,  V.-C,  says :   **  There  is  a  staircase  lighted  in  a  certain  ^'^^  ^<*^^  <^o, 
manner  by  windows,  which  when  open  admit  air.     The  defendants 
are  about  to  shut  up  these  windows,  as  in  a  box  with  the  lid  off, 
by  a  wall  about,  eight  or  nine  feet  distant,  and  some  forty-five 
feet  high;  and  in  that  circumscribed  space  they  purpose  to  put 

(«)  Of.   Earrw  v.   De  Finna   (1886),  (r)  2  Rol.  Abr.Hl,  NusanSjG.  pi.  16. 

L.  R.  33  Ch.  Div.  238.  (a)  (1862),  8  Jur.  N.  S.  987. 

(y)  (1611),  9  Bep.  58  b.  {b)  (1866),  L.  K.  2  Eq.  238. 
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Easement  of 
air. 

Air  through 
windows. 

Dent  V. 

Auction  Mart 

Co. 


Johtuon  y. 
Wyatt. 


Baxter  T. 
Bower. 


Hall  V. 
LiehJUli 
Brewery  Co. 


Bout. 
Gregory. 


Aldin  v. 
iMtifner  Clarl\ 
Muirhead^Co. 

CablsY. 
Bryant, 


[three  water-closets.  There  are  diflSculties  about  the  case  of  air 
as  distinguished  from  that  of  light.  But  the  Court  has  interfered 
to  prevent  the  obstruction  of  all  circulation  of  air;  and  the 
introduction  of  three  water-closets  into  a  confined  space  of  this 
description  is,  I  think,  an  interference  with  air  which  this  Court 
will  recognize  on  the  ground  of  nuisance.  This  is,  perhaps,  the 
proper  ground  on  which  to  place  the  interference  of  the  Court, 
although  in  decrees  the  words  light  and  air  are  often  inserted 
together,  as  if  the  two  things  went  pari  passu." 

In  Johnson  v.  Wyatt[c)^  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  obstruc- 
tion of  air  coming  to  ancient  windows  was  refused  by  the  Lords 
Justices,  on  the  ground  that  the  obstruction  would  be  casual  and 
temporary  only,  depending  on  the  direction  of  the  wind. 

In  Baxter  v.  Boiccr  (^/),  an  injunction  had  been  granted  by 
Bacon,  V.-C,  against  permitting  so  much  of  a  shed  to  remain  as 
would  intercept  the  passage  of  light  and  air  to  the  windows  of 
the  plaintiff's  chapel.  The  Lords  Justices  on  appeal  struck  out 
of  the  order  so  much  as  related  to  air,  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  evidence  as  to  interference  with  air. 

In  Hall  V.  Lichfield  Brewery  Co,  (f),  the  plaintifE  had,  for 
upwards  of  thirty  years,  enjoyed  a  free  access  of  air  to  his 
slaughter-house  through  two  apertures.  Fry,  J.,  said  that  the 
right  to  the  access  of  air  could  undoubtedly  be  acquired  at 
common  law,  not  by  prescription,  but  by  an  implied  covenant. 
In  the  case  of  a  dwelling-house  the  covenant  was  "  not  to  interrupt 
the  free  use  of  salubrious  air.*'  In  the  case  before  him,  the 
implied  covenant  was  "not  to  interrupt  the  free  access  of  air 
suitable  for  the  purpose  of  a  slaughter-house."  His  Lordship 
gave  damages  for  the  injury. 

In  Bass  v.  Gregory  {f)^  the  plaintiffs  succeeded  in  establishing 
a  prescriptive  right  to  ventilate  their  cellars  by  means  of  a  shaft 
communicating  with  a  disused  well  owned  by  the  defendant. 

Aldiii  V.  Latimer  Clark^  Jluirhead  8f  Co.  {g)  is  a  case  of  implied 
grant  of  the  access  of  air  to  timber  sheds.] 

In  Cable  v.  Bryant  {h),  the  common  owner  of  the  dominant  and 
servient  tenements  conveyed  the  dominant  tenement  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  afterwards  conveyed  the  servient  tenement  to  the  defendant. 


(c)  (1863),  2  De  G.  J.  &  S.  18  ;  9  Jur. 
N.  S.  1333. 

(d)  (1876),  44  L.  J.  Ch.  625. 

{e)  (1880),  49  L.  J.  Ch.  Gn5 ;  43  L.  T. 
380.     Cf.  Cable  v.  Bryant,  W.  N.  (1900) 


p.  238. 

(/)  (1890),  L.  R.  26  Q.  B.  D.  481. 

(p)  [1894]  2  Ch.  437. 
(//)  [1908]  1  Ch.  259. 
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The  servient  tenement  was  in  lease  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance   Easement  of 

of  the  dominant  tenement  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  lease  was  still  in  '. 

existence  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  of  the  servient  tenement  to 
the  defendant,  but  the  lessee  joined  in  the  latter  conveyance  to 
merge  the  term.  SubsequcDtly  the  defendant  erected  a  hoarding 
on  his  land  which  entirely  closed  two  windows  or  ventilators  in  a 
stable  standing  on  the  plaintiff's  land.  In  an  action  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  this  obstruction,  it  was  held,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  a  man  may  not  derogate  from  his  grant,  that  a  right  to 
the  access  of  air  was  to  be  implied,  although  there  was  no  defined 
channel  over  the  servient  tenement  through  which  the  air  flowed, 
and  a  mandatory  injunction  was  granted  for  the  removal  of  the 
hoarding. 

It  may  be  observed  here,  that  the  right  to  a  lateral  passage  Right  to  pro- 
of air,  as  well  as  to  a  flow  of  water,  superadds  a  privilege  to  the  ^ureTir  or 
ordinary  rights  of  property,  and  is  quite  distinct  from  that  right  "^^^^  °ot  an 
which  every  owner  of  a  tenement,  whether  ancient  or  modem, 
possesses  to  prevent  his  neighbour  transmitting  to  him  air  or 
water  in  impure  condition ;  this  latter  right  is  one  of  the  ordinary 
incidents  of  property,  requiring  no  easement  to  support  it,  and  can 
be  countervailed  only  by  the  acquisition  of  an  easement  for  that 
purpose  by  the  party  causing  the  nuisance  (t). 

By  the  custom  of  London,  a  man  might  rebuild  his  house,  or  CuBiom  of 
other  edifice,  upon   the  ancient  foundation   to  what  height  he 
pleased,  though  thereby  the  ancient  windows  or  lights  of  the 
adjoining  house  were  stopped,  if  there  were  no  agreement  in 
writing  to  the  contrary  (j). 

In  all  cases  where  the  right  is  claimed  under  the  statute^  a  justifi- 
cation of  a  disturbance  by  force  of  this  custom  is  taken  away  by 
the  express  enactment  of  the  statute  (s.  3),  "any  local  custom  or 
usage  notwithstanding  "  (k). 


(0  [Cf.  as  to  water,  above,  p.  310.] 

01  Com.  Dig.  London,  N.  (5) ;  Win- 
ttanUy  y.  Lee  (1818),  2  ttwans.  239. 

{k)  Since  so  decided  in  Salter**  Co.  v. 
Jay  (1842),  3  Q.  B.  109;  2  Oale  &  D. 
414 ;  [and  hj  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  Truscott  y.  Merchant  Taylore' 
Cq.  (1856),  11  Exch.  855;  see  Cooper  y. 
Hubbuck  (1862).  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  456; 
Yatee  y.  Jack  (1866),  L.  R.  1  Ch.  299; 
Dent  V.  Auction  Mart  Co.  (1866),  L.  R.  2 
Eq.  249. 

In  the  CunHer^  Go.  y.  Corbett  (1865)  (1 1 
Jur.  N.  S.  719),  it  waa  argued,  from  air 


not  being  mentioned  in  8ect.  3  of  the 
Prescription  Act,  that  the  custom  of 
London,  as  to  building  on  an  ancient 
foundation,  was  not  affected  bj  it  so  far 
as  it  related  to  the  obstruction  of  air, 
and  a  formal  objection  was  made  to  a 
decree  of  the  Vioe-Chanoellor  for  an 
injunction  on  this  ground.  Turner,  L.  J., 
said  that  he  should  not  be  disposed  to 
come  to  any  decision  upon  it  without 
some  further  evidence  of  the  custom  of 
the  city  extending  to  air,  as  weU  as 
light,  of  which  there  was  no  eyidenoe. 
See,  too,  Dickinson  y.  Harbottle  (1873), 
28  L.  T.  N.  S.  186.] 
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Bights  of  way  are  at  once  the  most  familiar  and  important  of 
the  class  of  affirmative  easements  which  impose  upon  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement  the  obligation  to  submit  to  something 
being  done  within  the  limits  of  his  own  property. 


Ways  non- 
oontinuous 
easementa. 


Way  to 
church. 


Eights  of  this  nature  are,  in  their  exercise,  intermittent ;  falling 
within  the  division  of  non-continuous  easements  already  alluded 
to.  These  rights  are  in  their  extent  susceptible  of  almost  infinite 
variety:  they  may  be  limited  both  as  to  the  intervals  at  which 
they  may  be  used — as  a  way  to  church  (a),  and  the  actual  extent  of 
user  authorized — as  a  foot- way,  horse- way,  or  carriage-way. 


(a)  Viner's  Abr.  Nuisance,  H.,  15, 
citing  20  Ass.  18  ;  33  H.  6,  26. 

[The  Year  Books  cited  in  Viner  relate 
to  a  private  way  to  a  church  appur- 
tenant to  the  hou8c  of  a  parishioner,  and 
to  the  same  effect  is  Brooke's  Abr. 
Chimyne,  pi.  2,  cited  Com.  Dig. 
Chimin.  D.  2. 

But  there  may,  it  seems,  be  another 
dcHcription  of  way  to  a  church  fur  all 
the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  by  custom 
(see  above,  p.  3).  To  this  descrip- 
tion of  way  the  following  authorities 
refer :— F.  N.  B.  183,  n.  (427).  A  man 
shall  not  have  a  writ  of  assize  of  nuis- 
ance for  a  way  to  a  church,  because  he 
has  no  freehold  in  the  church.  4  Edw.  3, 
Nuisance,  8.  Hill  v.  Bedoe,  16  James, 
2  Rol.  Rep.  41 ;  2  Rol.  Abr.  287,  Pro- 
hibition, F.,  pi.  48 ;  Vin.  Abr.  Prohibi- 
tion, F.,  pi.  48,  between  the  church- 
wardens of  Bithome  and  Bowe.  The 
churchwardens  sued  in  the  Spiritual 
Court  for  a  way  to  the  church,  which 
they  claimed  to  appertain  to  aU  the 
parishioners  by  prescription.  The  de- 
fendant denying  the  prescription,  a  pro- 
hibition was  granted.  (Smith  v.  Benftetty 
16  Car.,  March,  45,  pi.  70  ;  2  Rol.  Abr. 
286,  Prohibition,  P.  47  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Pro- 
hibition, F.  47.)  Brackley  and  Cooke 
said,  a  libel  may  be  in  the  ecclesiastioal 


court  for  not  repairing  a  way  that 
leadeth  to  a  church,  but  not  for  not 
repairing  a  highway.  Thene  cases  are 
referred  to  by  Ayliffe  (I'ar.  438)  and 
Gibson  (Cod.  293)  as  authorities  that 
the  right  to  a  church  path,  or  the  obli- 
gation to  repair  it,  are  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  ecdesiastical  court  (see 
also  Walter  v.  Montague^  1  Curt.  261  ;  1 
Bum.  Ecc.  Law,  395).  In  AtutitCa 
Case  (H.  23  &  24  Car.  2  ;  1  Vent.  189), 
Lord  Hale  says,  '*  If  a  way  lead  only  tu 
a  church,  to  a  private  house  or  to  fields, 
'tis  a  private  way."  In  Throicer's  Case 
(P.  24  Car.  2 ;  1  Vent.  208),  the  de- 
fendant was  indicted  for  stopping  a 
common  footway  to  the  church  at 
Whitby.  It  was  objected,  that  an  in- 
dictment would  not  Ue  for  a  nuisance 
to  a  church  path,  but  suit  might  be  in 
the  ecclesiastical  court,  and  that  the 
damage  was  private  and  concerned  only 
the  parishioners.  Lord  Hale  says,  if 
tbis  were  a  common  footway  to  the 
church  for  the  parishioners,  the  indict- 
ment would  not  be  g^od,  for  then  the 
nuisance  would  extend  no  further  than 
the  parishioners,  for  which  they  have 
their  particular  suits  (see  alNO  per 
Dodderidge,  J.,  Surtf  v.  IHgoU  (1625),  3 
Bulst.  340  i  and  per 'Willes,  C.  J.,  Drale 
y.  fFigUaworSh,  Willee,  658).   Referring 
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Thus,  a  way  may  be  irranted  for  aimoiiltural  purposes  only  (6),  Ways  non- 
or  for  the  carnage  of  coals  only  (c),  or  for  the  carriage  oi  all  easements, 
other  articles  except  coals  (d). 

The  civil  law  also  recognised  the  validity  of  such  modified 
rights  {e). 

Like  other  easements,  rights  of  way  may  be  acquired  by  user.  Degrees  of 
But  as  such  user  is  not  continuous  and  may  vary  at  diflPerent  ^*y*** 
times,  great  difficulties  are  presented  both  in  law  and  in  fact  in 
determining  the  amount  of  right  conferred  by  it;  though  the 
maxim,  **  omne  majus  continet  in  se  minus,"  seems  equally 
applicable  here  as  in  other  cases.  The  real  difficulty  is  to  ascertain 
what  constitutes  the  relative  majus  and  minus  in  rights  of  this 


to  these  cases,  it  is  said  in  Bao.  Abr. 
(Highways,  A.),  that  a  way  to  a  parish 
church,  or  to  the  common  fields  of  a 
town  or  to  a  viUage  which  terminates 
there,  may  be  called  a  private  way, 
because  it  belongs  not  to  all  the  king's 
subjects,  but  only  to  the  particular  in- 
habitants of  such  paribh,  nouse,  or  vil- 
lage, each  of  whom,  as  it  seems,  may 
have  an  action  for  a  nuisance  therein. 
But  in  Fin?vx  v.  Hovenden  (Cro.  El. 
664),  where  a  way  was  claimed  for  all 
the  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  Canter- 
bury, it  was  held,  that  without  a  special 
grief  shown  by  the  plaintiff,  an  action 
lies  not,  and  a  case  of  Wtstbury  v.  Powel 
is  there  referred  to  of  an  action  having 
succeeded  by  an  inhabitant  of  South - 
wark  for  an  obstruction  of  a  watering- 
place  common  to  the  inhabitants  of 
South  wark. 

On  the  authority  of  this  case  of  IFwt' 
bury  V.  Fbicelf  it  was  held  in  Kcrrop  v. 
Hir»t  (1868),  L.  R.  4  Ex.  43,  that  the 
plaintiffs,  who,  in  common  with  other 
inhabitants  of  a  district,  enjoved  a 
customary  right  to  have  water  from  a 
spout  for  domestic  purposes,  were  en- 
titled to  an  action  for  diverting  the 
water  without  proof  of  special  damage. 

A  right  of  way  cannot  be  claimed  by 
parishiooers  by  dedication  within  time 
of  memory.  In  Vestry  of  Bermondtey  v. 
Brou:n  (1865),  L.R.  1  Eq.  204,  Romilly, 
M.  R.,  says,  '*  I  do  not  doubt  a  parish 
minht  possess  as  private  property  a 
right  of  way  as  this  ten-foot  way  in 
the  same  maoner  as  they  might  possess 
a  field,  but  it  must  be  by  grant  from 
to  owner  of  it;  neither  do  I  doubt 
that,  if  such  a  use  was  conferred  on  the 
parishioners,  a  dedication  to  the  public 
v/ould  not  be  presumed  without  cogent 
evideoce.      A  dedication  to  the  parish 


by  the  owner  of  the  soil  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed. A  dedication  from  user  can 
only  be  presumed  in  favour  of  the 
public  generally,  and  not  in  favour  of 
the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  parish. 
This  is  laid  down  in  Poole  v.  Jluikinaon 
(1843),  11  M.  &  W.  827  ;  63  R.  R.  782, 
and  is  unquestionable  law. ' '  (Page  215.) 
Monnney  v.  lamay  (1863),  1  H.  &  0.  729, 
is  an  authority  that  such  a  way  may  be 
claimed  by  immemorial  custom,  but 
not  by  prescription  under  the  Prescrip- 
tion Act.     3  H.  &  C.  486. 

Interference  with  a  pathway  forming 
part  of  the  parish  churchyard  is  action- 
able in  the  Ecclefdastical  Court,  and 
the  High  Court  will  not  entertain  juris- 
diction. BaiUn  V.  Gedge  (1889),  L.  R. 
41  Ch.  D.  507.] 

{b)  Retgnold*  v.  Edicarda  (1741), 
Willes,  282.     See  below,  p.  357. 

(c)  Iveton  V.  Moora  (1700),  1  Ld. 
Raym.  486;  S.  C,  1  Salk.  15. 

{d)  Marquia  of  Stafford  v.  Coyney 
(1827).  7  B.  &  C.  257  ;  31  R.  R.  186. 
See  also  Jackaoti  v.  Siacey  (1816),  Holt, 
N.  P.  C.  456  ;  17  R.  R.  66 :i ;  {Tomliny. 
Fuller  (1681),  .  I  Mod.  27  ;  Bidder  v. 
XortJi  Siaffordithire  Rail.  Co.  (1S78), 
L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  412.] 

{e)  Modum  adjici  servitutibus  posse 
constat;  veluti  quo  genere  vchiculi 
ag^tur,  (vel  non  agatur,)  veluti  ut  equo 
duntaxat,  vel  ut  certum  pondus  vehatur, 
vel  grex  ille  trauRducatur,  aut  carbo 
portetur.  Intervalla  dierum  et  horarum 
non  ad  temporis  causam  sed  ad  modum 

E^rtinent  jure  constitutae  servitutis. — 
ig.  8,  1,  4,  }§  1,  2,  deserv. 
Usus  servitutum  temporibus  secemi 
potest ;  fort6  ut  quis  post  horam  tertiam 
usquo  in  horam  decimam  co  jure  utatur, 
vel  ut  alternis  diebus  utatur.— Ibid.  6, 
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nature.  A  man  may  allow  the  passage  of  foot  passengers  and 
carriages  near  his  house,  and  yet  refuse  permission  to  drive  cattle 
along  the  same  road. 

Lord  Coke,  citing  the  authority  of  Fieta  and  Bracton  (/),  says, 
**  There  are  three  kinds  of  ways  :  first,  a  foot- way,  which  is  called 
iter,  quod  est  jus  eundi  vel  ambiilandi  homini ;  and  this  was  the 
first  way.  The  second  is  a  foot-way  and  a  horse- way,  which  is 
called  actus,  ab  agendo ;  and  this  vulgarly  is  called  pack  and 
prime  way,  because  it  is  both  a  foot- way,  which  was  the  first  or 
prime  way,  and  a  pack  or  drift  way  also.  The  third  is  via,  or 
aditus,  which  contains  the  other  two,  and  also  a  cart-way,  &c. ; 
for  this  is  jus  eundi,  vehendi,  et  vehiculum  et  jumentum 
dueendi"  (g). 

The  distinctions  here  taken  by  Lord  Coke,  which,  in  the  terms 
used  at  all  events,  correspond  with  the  definitions  of  the  civil  law, 
appear  to  be  of  no  practical  utility.  If  this  division  into  three 
classes  were  rigorously  observed,  the  second  comprehending  the 
rights  peculiar  to  the  first  class,  and  the  third  those  both  of  the 
second  and  first,  it  is  obvious  that  the  establishment  of  a  right 
to  do  any  one  of  the  things  comprised  in  a  superior  class  would 
at  the  same  time  establish  a  right  to  do,  not  only  all  the  acts 
comprised  in  the  inferior  classes,  but  also  all  the  other  acts  com- 
prehended in  that  class  of  which  it  forms  but  a  single  instance. 
But  such  is  clearly  not  the  case  by  the  law  of  England,  in  which 
it  has  been  expressly  decided  that  a  right  which,  adopting  Lord 
Coke's  definition,  is  of  the  highest  class,  as,  for  instance,  a  right 
to  drive  carts,  does  not  of  necessity  include  the  right  to  drive 
cattle,  ranged  by  him  in  the  subordinate  class  {h). 

Although  Lord  Coke  has  made  use  of  the  same  terms  as  the 
civil  law  in  distinguishing  the  several  kinds  of  way,  yet  he 
appears  by  no  means  to  have  attached  the  same  meaning  to 
them.  Thus,  the  jus  eundi  of  the  civilians,  comprised  iu  the 
first  class,  included  the  right  of  riding  on  horseback  as  well  as 
that  of  walking  (/) ;  the  actus  also  appears  to  be  more  extensive, 


(/)  Co.  Litt.  56  a. 

(g)  The  text  of  the  cixil  law  is  as 
{ollowa:— Iter  est  jus  eundi  amhulandi 
homini,  son  etiain  jumentum  agendi 
(vel  vehiculum)  Acttu  eht  jus  agendi 
vel  jumentum  vel  vehiculum.  Ita  qui 
hahet  iter,  actum  non  habet ;  qui  actum 
habet,  et  iter  habct,  (eoque  uti  potest,) 
etiam  sine  jumento.     /'ta  est  jus  eundi 


et  agendi  et  ambulandi ;  nam  et  iter  et 
actum  via  in  se  oontinet. — Intt.  2,  3, 
pisef. 

(A)  Ballard  v.  DyBon  (1808),  I  Taunt. 
279  ;  9  R.  K.  770  ;  dncling  v.  Eioginson 
(183Sj,  4  M.  &  W.  260;  High^tm  v. 
Kobe'..  (.839),  6  Bing.  N.  C.  022  ;  S.  C, 
7  fccott,  827.     [See  below.] 

(i)  Iter  est  enim  qua  quis  pedes  vel 
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as  comprisinfi:  a  riarht  of  passa&:e  for  some  species   of  carriage     Extefnt  of 

/     v.-     1  J  X     xu         u     •  1.   X  •  *!,•        •   L    right  aques- 

(vehioulum  ducere),  though  in  what  precise  manner  this  nght    tionforthd 
was  to  be  exercised  appears  to  be  doubtful  (k)  ;   as,  unless  some        i^^- 
restriction  is  put  upon  this  right,  great  difficulty  must  exist  in 
ascertaining  the  precise  distinction  between  actus  and  via. 

To  remove  this  difficulty,  one  commentator  (/)  has  suggested 
that  "  the  actus  gave  a  right  of  passage  only  to  a  small  cart  or 
other  vehicle  drawn  or  pushed  by  the  hand,"  thus  making  the 
distinctions  of  the  civil  law  more  in  accordance  with  those  laid 
down  by  Lord  Coke. 

Lord  Stair  in  his  "Institutes,"  after  remarking  that  by  the  Lord  Stair, 
civil  law  the  greater  right  of  way  comprehends  the  lesser,  says, 
"  Our  custom  sticketh  not  to  this  distinction,  but  measureth  the 
way  according  to  the  end  for  which  it  was  constituted,  and  by 
the  use  for  which  it  was  introduced,  as  having  only  a  foot  road, 
or  a  road  for  a  horse,  to  be  led  or  ridden  upon,  or  only  a  way  for 
leading  of  loads  upon  horseback,  or  a  way  for  leading  of  carts, 
or  a  way  for  driving  of  cattle,  and  is  observed  accordingly  "  {m). 

In  Ballard  v.  Dyson  («),  which  was  an  action  of  replevin,  the  Ballard  y, 
defendant  avowed  taking  a  heifer  damage  feasant,  and  issue  was  ^'^' 
joined  upon  a  plea  in  bar  of  "  a  right  of  way  to  pass  and  repass 
with  cattle  from  a  public  street  through  and  along  a  certain  yard 
and  way  adjoining  to  the  said  place,  in  which,  &c.,  towards  and 
unto  certain  premises  in  the  plaintiff's  occupation  as  appurtenant 
thereto."  On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  building 
had  anciently  been  a  bam,  but  had  not  been  used  as  such  for  a 
great  many  years  ;  that  the  foldiog-doors  of  it  opened,  not  to  the 
plaintiff's  yard,  but  to  a  highway ;  for  many  years  it  had  been 
converted  to  the  purposes  of  a  stable ;  the  last  preceding  occupier, 
who  was  a  pork  butcher,  had  used  it  as  a  slaughter-house  for 
slaughtering  his  hogs ;  and  the  present  occupier,  who  was  a 
butcher,  used  it  as  a  slaughter-house  for  slaughtering  oxen.  The 
yard  in  question,  along  which  the  right  of  way  to  these  premises 
was  claimed,  was  a  narrow  passage  bounded  by  a  row  of  houses 
on  each  side,  the  doors  of  which  opened  into  it :  when  a  cart  and 

eques  commcare  potest. — uig.  8,  3,  12,  (m)  Book  II.  tit.  7,  }  10  ;    [see  tho 

de  serv.  praed.  rust.  judg-meiit  in  Di/ce  v.  Ludy  Jame^  litty% 

{k)  Actus  vent  ubi  et  armenta  traji-  1  M^Q.  Sc.  Ap.  ;505,  a^  to  the  aoomnio- 

cere  et  yehiculuin  ducere  liceat. — Ibid.  dation  of  a  prescriptive   right  to  nev 

[Qui  actum  habet,  et  plaustrum  du-  iuveutiunt*]. 

cere  et  armeuta  agere  potest.— Ibid.  7.]  ('«)  (1808),  1  Taunt.  279  ;  9  B.  R.  770. 

(/)  Bjukershooic. 
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horse  was  driven  through  it,  the  foot  passengers  oould  not  pass 
the  carriage,  hut  were  compelled,  on  account  of  the  narrowness, 
to  retreat  into  the  houses ;  and  they  would  be  exposed  to  con- 
siderable danger  if  they  were  to  meet  homed  cattle  driven  through 
it.  It  was  in  evidence  that  the  preceding  occupier  had  been 
accustomed  to  drive  fat  hogs  that  way  to  his  slaughter-house :  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  accustomed  to  drive  a  cart,  the  only 
carriage  which  he  possessed,  usually  drawn  by  a  horse,  but  in  one 
or  two  instances  by  an  ox,  along  this  passage  to  this  barn,  where 
he  kept  his  cart ;  there  was  then  no  other  way  to  it.  He  had 
lately  begun  to  drive  fat  oxen  that  way  to  the  premises  for  the 
purpose  of  killing  them  there ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 
other  user  than  this  of  the  way  for  cattle.  No  deed  of  grant  was 
produced.  The  defendant  produced  no  evidence  that  he  had  ever 
interrupted  the  occupiers  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  in  driving 
cattle  there,  nor  that  they  had  been  usually  possessed  of  homed 
cattle  which  had  not  been  driven  that  way ;  he  admitted  that  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  right  of  way  for  all  manner  of 
carriages.  It  did  not  appear  at  what  period  the  houses  adjoining 
the  way  had  been  built. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  that  a  right  of  way  for  all 
manner  of  carriages  necessarily  included  a  right  of  way  for  all 
manner  of  cattle ;  and  therefore  proved  the  prescription. 

Mansfield,  C.  J.,  told  the  jury,  that  inasmuch  as  this  was  a 
private  and  not  a  public  way,  they  were  not  to  conclude  that  a 
man  might  not  grant  a  right  of  way  to  pass  with  horses  and  carts, 
and  yet  preclude  the  grantee  from  passing  with  all  manner  of 
cattle ;  and  the  degree  of  inconvenience  which  would  attend  the 
larger  grant  in  this  case,  furnished  an  argument  against  the 
probability  of  it.  lie  directed  them,  therefore,  to  say  whether 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  right  of  way  to  drive  cattle 
loose,  or  whether  they  would  consider  the  grant  or  prescription 
as  only  co-extensive  with  the  use  that  had  been  made  of  it.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained  and  cause  shown,  the  Court,  after 
taking  time  to  consider,  discharged  the  rule  for  a  new  trial.  The 
judgments  delivered  by  the  judges  were  as  follows  : — 

Mansfield,  C.  J.,  having  adverted  to  the  facts  of  the  case, 
observed,  that  "  in  general  a  public  highway  is  open  to  cattle, 
though  it  may  be  so  unfrequented  that  no  one  has  seen  an 
instance  of  their  going  there ;  but  the  presumption  would  be  for 
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cattle  as  well  as  carriages,  otherwise  cattle  could  not  be  driven  Extent  of 

from  one  part  of  the  kingdom  to  another.     The  authority  cited  tion  for  the 

from  Hawkins  only  refers  to  Co.  Litt.,  and  the  passage  in  Co.  J"^'     _ 


litt.  does  not  prove  that  Lord  Coke  was  of  opinion  that  in  the  ^^I!^^^  ^' 
case  of  a  private  way,  which  must  originate  in  a  grant,  of  which, 
the  grant  itself  being  lost,  usage  alone  indicates  the  extent,  evi- 
dence of  a  limited  user  could  not  be  received  to  restrict  the  usual 
import  of  the  grant.  The  general  description  given  by  Lord  Coke 
does  not  seem  to  touch  the  question.  He  refers  to  Bracton  (o), 
who  only  says  *  there  are  iter,  actus,  and  via ' ;  but  says  not  a  word 
to  explain  the  meaning  of  either,  or  the  difference  between  them. 
Nor  can  I  find  in  any  of  the  books,  nor  even  in  any  nisi  prius  case, 
any  decision  that  throws  light  upon  the  subject.  A  parson  has 
the  via  or  aditus  over  a  farm  with  carts  to  bring  home  his  tithe, 
but  he  can  use  it  for  no  other  purpose.  I  have  always  considered 
it  as  a  matter  of  evidence,  and  a  proper  question  for  a  jury,  to  find 
whether  a  right  of  way  for  cattle  is  to  be  presumed  from  the  usage 
proved  of  a  cart- way.  Consequently,  although  in  certain  cases  a 
general  way  for  carriages  may  be  good  evidence,  from  which  a 
jury  may  infer  a  right  of  this  kind,  yet  it  is  only  evidence,  and 
they  are  to  compare  the  reasons  which  they  have  for  forming  an 
opinion  on  either  side.  As  well  at  the  trial  as  since,  I  have 
thought  that  there  might  often  be  good  reasons  why  a  man  should 
grant  a  right  of  carriage-way,  and  yet  no  way  for  cattle.  That 
would  be  the  case  where  a  person  who  lived  next  to  a  mews  in 
London  should  let  a  part  of  his  own  stable  with  a  right  of  carriage- 
way to  it,  which  could  be  used  with  very  little,  if  any,  inconve- 
nience to  himself ;  yet  there  it  would  be  a  monstrous  inference  to 
conclude  that,  if  a  butcher  could  establish  a  slaughter-house  at  the 
inner  end  of  the  mews  without  being  indictable  for  a  nuisance,  he 
might,  therefore,  drive  homed  cattle  to  it,  which  would  be  an  in- 
tolerable annoyance  to  the  grantor.  So  cases  may  exist  of  a  grant 
of  land  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  premises,  permission  must  be 
given  to  drive  a  cart  to  bring  com  or  the  like,  and  that  right 
might  be  exercised  without  any  inconvenience  to  the  grantor ;  but 
it  does  not  follow  that  cattle  may  be  driven  there.  The  inconve- 
nience in  this  case  is  a  strong  argument  against  the  probability  of 
a  larger  grant.  The  defendant  was  the  proprietor  of  all  these 
houses.    My  brother  Chambre  mentioned  the  case  of  a  public  way, 

(o)  lib.  4,  fol.  232. 
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Extent  of     restricted  to  carriages  only,  in  which  some  public  notice  was  affixed 

tion  for  the    to  caution  the  public  that  there  was  no  drift- way,  and  thought  that 

j^y-        the  absence  of  such  notice  in  this  case  was  an  argument  against 

Ballard  Y.     the  probability  of  the  restricted  grant.     This  notice   might   be 

requisite  in  a  public  way,  but  in  a  private  way  out  of  which  cattle 

were  excepted,  the  grantor  might  reasonably  think  it  unnecessary 

to  give  his  grantee  notice  of  that  of  which  he  must  already  be 

conusant :  he  might  justly  suppose  that  the  grantee,  knowing  the 

nature  of  his  right,  would  not  attempt  to  use  the  way  otherwise 

than  according  to  his  grant.     I  can  find  no  case  in  which  it  has 

been  decided  that  a  carriage-way  necessarily  implies  a  drift-way,  . 

though  it  appears  sometimes  to  have  been  taken  for  granted.     I 

speak  with  doubt,  because  my  brother  Chambre  is  of  a  different 

opinion ;  but  I  incline  to  hold  that  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be 

disturbed." 

Heath,  J. :  "  This  is  a  prescription  for  a  way  for  cattle,  and  a 
carriage-way  is  proved.  A  carriage-way  will  comprehend  a  horse- 
way, but  not  a  drift-way.  All  prescriptions  are  stricti  juris. 
Some  prescriptions  are  for  a  way  to  market,  others  for  a  way 
to  church,  and  in  the  ancient  entries,  both  in  Rastal  and  Clift,  the 
pleadings  are  very  particular  in  stating  their  claims.  In  Rastal, 
tit.  Quod  permittat,  the  distinction  is  clearly  seen.  Sometimes 
there  is  a  carriage-way  qualified.  One  claim  is  remarkable,  fugare 
quadraginta  averia.  The  usage  then  in  this  case  is  evidence  of  a 
very  different  grant  from  that  which  is  claimed,  namely,  to  drive 
fat  oxen,  animals  dangerous  in  their  nature,  and  which  there  might 
be  very  good  reason  to  except  out  of  a  grant  of  a  way  through  a 
closely  inhabited  neighbourhood.  The  jury  having  heard  the 
evidence,  and  formed  their  opinion  upon  it,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  that  the  verdict  shall  not  stand." 

Lawrence,  J. :  "I  should  have  been  as  well  satisfied  if  the 
verdict  had  been  the  other  way,  but  as  the  jury  have  decided  upon 
the  evidence,  I  am  unwilling  to  disturb  their  verdict.  This  is  the 
case  of  a  prescriptive  private  way,  which  presumes  a  grant :  the 
question  then  is,  what  was  the  grant  in  this  case  P  That  is  to  be 
collected  from  the  use ;  for  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  use  has 
been  according  to  the  grant.  A  grant  of  a  carriage-way  has  not 
always  been  taken  to  include  a  drift-way.  In  the  entries  are 
cases  of  prescription,  not  for  carriages  only,  but  for  cattle  also. 
Co.  Ent.  6,  6.  Quod  permittat  ad  carriandum  et  recarriandum 
blada,  foenum,  et  fimum,  ac  omnia  alia  necessaria  sua,  cum  oarris 
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et  oareotiB  sois,  et  ad  fugandum  omnia  et  omnimoda  averia  sua. 
The  person  who  drew  that  entry  certainly  did  not  conclude  that 
a  carriage-way  included  a  drifts  way  for  cattle.  The  use  proved 
here  is  of  a  carriage-way  ;  the  grant  is  not  shown,  and  the  extent 
of  it  can  only  he  known  from  the  use.  If  the  use  had  heen  con- 
fined to  a  carriage-way,  I  should  have  had  no  difficulty  whatever 
in  saying  that  it  afforded  no  evidence  of  a  way  for  homed  cattle ; 
for  till  they  were  driven  there,  no  opposition  could  be  made,  nor 
the  limitation  of  the  right  shown ;  but  pigs  have  been  driven  that 
way,  and  stress  is  laid  upon  this  circumstance.  That  then  may 
be  good  proof  of  a  right  to  drive  pigs  that  way,  but  the  user  of  the 
way  for  pigs  is  not  proof  of  a  right  of  way  for  oxen.  The  grantor 
might  well  consider  what  animals  it  was  proper  to  admit,  and 
what  not.  The  place  is  very  narrow,  and  full  of  inhabitants. 
There  is  no  danger  from  pigs,  and  carriages  have  always  someone 
to  conduct  them.  Cattle  may  do  harm,  and  passengers  cannot 
always  get  out  of  their  way ;  but  if  the  cattle  are  driven  forward 
serious  injury  may  be  done.  The  nature  of  the  place,  therefore, 
may  probably  have  suggested  a  limitation  of  the  grant." 

Chambre,  J. :  "I  think  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial ;  for  all 
the  evidence  was  on  one  side,  and  the  verdict  went  against  the 
evidence.  I  never  thought  that  a  carriage-way  necessarily  in- 
cluded a  drift- way ;  but  I  think  it  is  prima  facie  evidence,  and 
strong  presumptive  evidence,  of  the  grant  of  a  drift-way.  Un- 
doubtedly a  person  may  restrict  his  grant  as  he  pleases,  and 
when  he  has  so  limited  it,  the  pleadings  must  be  adapted  to  the 
particular  grant,  which  accounts  for  the  variety  in  the  entries. 
But  it  rests  with  the  grantor  to  prove  the  restriction  of  the  grant; 
otherwise  it  must  be  intended  to  be  of  the  usual  extent.  This 
inconvenience  indeed  mav  occur  from  such  a  determination,  that, 
if  the  evidence  be  lost,  the  grantor  may  lose  the  benefit  of  his 
restriction,  but  he  may  and  ought  to  preserve  the  evidence  of 
the  restriction ;  and  the  inconvenience  would  be  of  small  extent ; 
for  I  believe  the  cases  are  very  few  whei'e  a  carriage-way  has  not 
been  accompanied  with  this  right.  There  seems  to  be  almost 
a  necessity  for  including  it.  The  grantee  may  send  back  his 
horses  without  his  carriage.  He  may  draw  his  carriage  with 
oxen,  and  the  oxen,  as  well  as  the  horses,  must  be  driven  back 
loose  to  pasture.  There  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  then  of 
a  drift- way.  If  the  burthen  of  the  proof  lies  on  the  tertenant,  it 
oertainly  is  possible  that  he  may  lose  the  right  of  restraining  the 
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way;  but  for  one  case  where  the  evidence  has  been  lost,  and 
would  be  supplied  by  this  decision,  there  will  be  a  thousand  cases 
where  a  restriction  will  be  created  that  did  not  exist  in  the 
original  grant.  I  fear  these  rights  of  way  will  be  very  much 
narrowed,  if  they  are  to  be  confined  to  such  actual  use  of  them  as 
can  be  proved.  The  manner  of  using  a  way  may  vary  from  time 
to  time.  I  think  the  proof  of  driving  hogs  is  an  important  cir- 
cumstance, and  very  strong  evidence  of  a  grant  of  way  for  cattle. 
According  to  the  doctrine  contended  for,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
drive  every  species  of  cattle  in  order  to  preserve  the  right  of 
passing  with  that  species.  If  a  man  had  a  little  field  where  cows 
had  not  usually  been  pastured,  it  would  be  monstrous  that  he 
therefore  should  not  drive  his  cow  to  it.  Suppose  any  new 
species  of  cattle  is  introduced  into  the  country,  shall  the  grantees 
of  private  ways  have  no  passage  for  them  to  their  lands  ?  •  Is  it 
contended,  for  instance,  that  no  ancient  private  way  in  the 
kingdom  can  be  used  for  Spanish  sheep  ?  Much  of  the  argument 
has  been  built  upon  these  being  homed  cattle.  Many  breeds  of 
kine  have  no  horns,  may  the  grantee  drive  those  ?  As  to  the  argu- 
ment that  the  inconvenience  of  such  an  use  amounts  to  a  nuisance, 
nothing  of  that  sort  appears.  The  gi*antee  has  constantly  driven 
all  the  carriages  and  all  the  cattle  that  he  had.  This  is  a  claim 
by  prescription,  which  imports  great  antiquity,  and  it  does  not 
appear  how  wide  the  way  was  at  the  time  of  the  original  grant, 
and  how  much  the  houses  have  encroached  on  it  long  since,  but 
those  encroachments  cannot  deprive  the  grantee  of  his  ancient 
right  of  way." 

Assuming  this  case  to  have  been  properly  decided,  it  would 
appear  that,  in  the  English  law,  a  right  of  way  of  any  one  kind 
does  not  of  necessity  include  any  other  kind.  Supposing  the 
question  to  arise  upon  the  record,  a  plea  of  a  right  of  way  to  drive 
carts  or  carriages  would  be  no  answer  to  an  alleged  trespass  in 
riding  on  horseback  across  a  man's  land  :  or,  if  pleas  were  framed 
strictly  in  accordance  with  the  facts  in  Ballard  v.  Di/son^  a  plea  of 
a  right  of  passage  for  carts  would  be  no  justification  to  a  trespass 
committed  by  driving  cattle.  Assuming  this  to  be  correct,  a 
further  question  of  considerable  difficulty  arises,  **  whether  proof 
of  the  user  of  any  one  kind  of  way  may  be  evidence  of  a  right  of 
any  other  kind  " ;  or  whether,  to  uuse  the  words  of  Chambre,  J.,  in 
Ballard  v.  Dyson^  "  it  would  be  necessary  to  drive  every  species 
of  cattle  in  order  to  preserve  the  right  of  passing  with  that  species." 
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On  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Ballard  v.  Dyson,  proof  of  one    .^j^*®***  ^'  _ 
right  cannot  afford  more  than  presumptive  evidence  of  another  of    tion  for  the 
equal  or  inferior  degree,  even  if  it  go  to  that  length,  and  evidence        ^^^' 
would  he  admissihle  of  circumstances  rebutting  such  presumption,    ^JI^j^^J^ 
such  as  in  that  case  was  given  of  facts  showing  the  improbability    evidence  of 
of  a  grant  for  the  passage  of  homed  cattle  along  the  road  in 
question ;  and  supposing  that  it  does  amount  to  this  presumption, 
it  must  follow,  that  the  onus  probandi  of  showing  the  restriction 
will  lie  upon  the  party  seeking  to  rebut  the  presumption.     But  in 
practice  it  is  hardly  to  be  expected  that  the  question  will  ever  be 
raised  by  the  mere  naked  proof  of  a  right  of  superior  degree ;  as 
it  is  probable,  that  in  proving  the  more  extended  right,  the  whole 
of  the  facts  connected  with  the  case  would  be  given  in  evidence, 
some  of  which,  as  in  Ballard  v.  Dyson,  may  afford  grounds  for  a 
verdict' of  the  jury  finding  the  restricted  right. 

Mr.  Justice  Heath  and  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  were,  as  has 
already  been  seen,  of  opinion,  that  proof  of  use  of  a  cart  may 
afford  no  evidence  of  a  way  for  cattle.  The  former,  indeed,  lays 
it  down,  that  "a  carriage-way  includes  a  horse-way,  but  not  a 
drift- way " ;  while  the  latter  seems  to  have  proceeded  on  the 
general  ground  that,  a  grant  not  being  shown,  the  extent  of  the 
right  could  only  be  shown  from  the  use,  from  which  he  inferred, 
that  proof  of  a  use  of  a  carriage-way  and  of  a  way  for  pigs  afforded 
no  evidence  of  a  way  for  horned  cattle. 

Supposing  such  qualifying  circumstances  to  appear  in  evidence 
on  either  side,  it  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
the  presumption  of  law,  as  to  the  superior  including  the  equal  and 
inferior  class  of  easements,  was  rebutted  by  the  evidence  laid 
before  them.  With  reference  to  this  question,  it  might  be  im- 
portant to  show  what  had  been  the  conduct  of  the  parties  in 
modem  times:  even  modem  user  of  the  right  claimed,  if  un- 
objected to,  though  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  confer  the  right, 
would  be  obviously  corroborative  of  the  presumption  of  law. 

It  has,  however,  been  seen,  that  in  the  civil  law  the  superior  SemhU.  Proof 
class  of  easements  comprehended  the  inferior  (/?) ;  and  unless  the  o^^^fir^er 
authority  of  Lord  Coke  as  to  the  classification  above  given  is  to  sumpttye 
be  altogether  repudiated,   it  seems  impossible  not  to  admit  a  righto?  equal 
similar  rule  into  the  English  law,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  raising  or  "iferior 

^^^^^^^^  despree. 

(p)  Ante,  846.  Julianus  refert  ctun  agere  ;  sicuti  qui  decern  deinde  quinqne 
qui  actum  stipulatus  postea  iter  isti-  Btipulatur. — Viimius,  lib.  2,  tit.  3,  de 
pulatur,    posteriore    stipulatione    Tiilnl       gerv.  ruat.  4. 
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Extent  of     a  presumption  that  an  easement  of  the  superior  class  includes 

tH>n  for  the"  those  of  an  equal  or  inferior  degree,  until  the  inference  is  rebutted 

j"^*        by  evidence :  those  of  an  equal  degree,  because  the  proof  of  one 

right  is  evidence  of  the  whole  class  to  which  it  belongs ;  those  of 

an  inferior,  as  naturally  comprised  in  the  more  extensive  right. 

Upon  the  general  principle,  that  every  easement  is  a  restriction 
of  the  rights  of  property  of  the  party  over  whose  lands  it  is  exer- 
cised, the  real  question  appears  to  be,  under  the  peculiar  facts  of 
each  case,  whether  proof  of  a  right  has  been  given  co-extensive 
with  that  amount  of  inconvenience  sought  to  be  imposed  by  the 
right  claimed.  Upon  this  doctrine  the  classification  of  rights  of 
way  appears  to  depend,  which  assimies  that  the  rights  of  each 
class  impose  an  equal  amount  of  inconvenience  on  the  property 
subject  to  them.  It  is  obvious  that,  in  some  cases,  a  right  to  drive 
cattle  might  be  productive  of  greater  inconvenience  than  a  right 
to  drive  carts,  and  vice  versft.  It  will,  therefore,  be  for  the  jury 
to  infer  the  extent  of  the  supposed  grant  from  the  actual  amount 
of  injury  proved  under  all  circumstances  attending  it.  If  it 
appeared  that  the  way  had  been  used  for  all  the  purposes  required 
by  the  claimant,  there  would  be  strong  evidence  of  a  general 
right;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  proof  that  the  party,  having 
occasion  for  a  particular  way,  had  not  made  use  of  the  way  in 
question,  would  be  almost  conclusive  evidence  that  he  had  not  a 
right  of  way  for  that  particular  purpose. 
Cowling  Y.  This  doctrine  is  supported  by  the  case  of  Cowling  v.  Higgin- 

Higgvfuon,  B(m{q)^  which  was  an  action  of  trespass;  which  the  defendant 
justified  under  a  plea  of  right  of  way  for  horses,  carts,  waggons, 
and  carriages.  It  was  held,  that  proof  of  user  for  farming  pur- 
poses did  not  necessarily  prove  a  right  of  way  for  the  purpose  of 
conveying  coal,  the  produce  of  a  mine  lying  under  the  defendant's 
land. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  Lord  Abinger  observed,  '^  The 
extent  of  the  right  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances.  If  a 
road  led  through  a  park,  the  jury  might  naturally  infer  the  right 
to  be  limited;  but  if  it  went  over  a  common,  they  might  infer 
a  right  for  all  purposes.  Using  a  road  as  a  footpath  would  not 
prove  a  general  right,  nor  proof  that  a  party  had  used  a  road  to 
go  to  church  only.  Some  analogy  should  be  shown  between 
farming  and  mining  purposes."    And  Parke,  B.,  said :  "  If  it  had 

{q)  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  246. 
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been  shown,  that  from  time  immemorial  it  had  been  used  as  a  way.    ,^tent  of 
for  all  purposes  that  were  required,  would  not  that  be  evidence  of  a    ifon  for  the 
general  right  of  way  ?    If  they  show  that  they  have  used  it  time        i™^' 
out  of  mind  for  all  the  purposes  that  they  wanted,  it  would  seem     ^^  ^^ 
to  me  to  give  them  a  general  right.     You  must  generalize  to  some, 
extent.     If  your  eirgument  is  to  be  taken  strictly,  it  must  be  con- 
fined to  the  identical  carriages  that  have  previously  been  used  upon 
the  road,  and  would  not  warrant  even  the  slightest  alteration  in 
the  carriage  or  the  loading,  or  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  used." 

Parke,  B.,  in  his  judgment,  said :  "  To  make  out  this  plea,  it  is 
necessary  to  show  an  enjoyment  of  the  way  generally  as  of  rights 
for  the  period  during  which  the  plea  states  it  to  have  been  used ; 
he  must  have  used  it  for  all  purposes  as  of  right ;  and  such  user, 
for  all  purposes  for  which  it  was  wanted,  would  be  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury  of  a  general  right.  Under  a  plea  of  prescription  of  a 
way,  it  was  necessary  to  show  a  user  of  it  for  all  purposes  time  out 
of  mind,  according  to  the  usual  terms  in  which  such  a  plea  is 
pleaded.  If  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant,  and  those  imder 
whom  he  claimed,  had  used  the  way  whenever  they  had  required 
it,  it  is  strong  evidence  to  show  that  they  had  a  general  right  to 
use  it  for  all  purposes,  and  from  which  a  jury  might  infer  a  general 
right.  In  this  particular  case,  I  think  the  user  is  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  a  way  for  all  purposes 
for  twenty  years.  As  to  the  effect  of  such  evidence,  it  is  imneces- 
sary  to  offer  any  opinion.  If  the  way  is  confined  to  a  particular 
purpose,  the  jury  ought  not  to  extend  it ;  but  if  it  is  proved  to 
have  been  used  for  a  variety  of  purposes,  then  they  might  be 
warranted  in  finding  a  way  for  all.  You  must  generalise  to  some 
extent,  and  whether  in  the  present  case  to  the  extent  of  estab- 
lishing a  right  for  agricultural  purposes  only,  is  a  question  for  the 
jury." 

The  correctness  of  this  doctrine  was  also  recognized  in  the  case  EighamY. 
of  HigJiam  v.  Rabett  (r) ;  in  which  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  that  a  finding  by  the  jury  of  a  right  of  way  for 
the  purpose  of  carting  timber,  did  not  support  a  plea  of  a  right  of 
way  for  all  carts,  carriages,  horses,  and  on  foot,  or  even  amount  to 
a  proof  of  any  one  of  those  rights  taken  separately,  so  as  to  admit 


(r)  (1839),  6  Binff.  N.  0.  622 ;  8.  C,  Hollina  v.  Verney  (1884),  L.  R.  13  Q.  B. 

7  Scott,  827.      [Gf.  Dare  v.  Heathcote  Dlv.  304,  where  it  was  also  held  that 

(1856),    25    L.   J.   N.   S.    Exch.    245,  an  easement  so  discontinuous  did  not 

affirmed  in  error,    36  L.  J.  Ex.  164  ;  fall  within  the  Prescription  Act  at  all.] 
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of  the  verdict  being  entered  distributively  on  the  issue  joined  on 
the  plea. 

[In  Wimbledon  and  Putney  Commons  Comervators  v.  Dixon  («), 
where  the  user  proved  was  a  user  for  farming  purposes  only, — 
except  for  two  or  three  slight  circumstances,  the  enlargement  of  a 
farm-house,  the  replacing  of  a  mud  cottage  by  a  brick  cottage,  and 
apparently  the  taking  away  of  gravel, — the  Court  declined  to 
presume  a  grant  of  a  way  for  all  purposes,  and  an  injunction 
against  carting  building  materials  was  granted.  The  Lords 
Justices,  affirming  Jessel,  M.  E.,  held  that  the  property  could  not 
be  so  changed  as  substantially  to  increase  or  alter  the  burden  upon 
the  servient  tenement ;  and  Mellish,  L.  J.,  expressed  an  opinion 
that  Baron  Parke,  when  giving  judgment  in  Cowling  v.  Higgin- 
son  (t),  had  not  present  to  his  mind  the  question  of  a  change  in 
the  dominant  tenement.  He  preferred  the  language  of  Lord 
Abinger. 

To  the  same  effect  is  Bradbum  v.  Morris  (m),  where  it  was  held 
that  a  user  for  twenty  years  of  a  way  to  a  field  for  agricultural 
purposes  did  not  give  a  right  of  way  for  mineral  purposes,  no 
minerals  having  ever  been  got  upon  the  land  in  question. 

In  Milner^s  Safe  Co.,  Ltd.  v.  Great  Northern  and  City  RaU' 
tcay  {x),  the  question  arose  as  to  the  extent  of  a  way  to  be  implied 
over  a  common  passage  which  ran  along  the  backs  of  certain  free- 
hold houses  into  a  side  street.  These  houses  had  passed  under  the 
will  of  a  testator  to  various  devisees,  but  the  will  contained  no 
express  provision  as  to  any  rights  of  way  over  the  passage.  The 
plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  two  of  these  houses,  deriving  title 
under  one  set  of  limitations  in  the  will,  and  the  defendants  were 
the  owners  of  the  site  of  two  other  of  the  houses,  deriving  title 
under  another  set  of  limitations  in  the  will.  The  defendants 
pidled  down  the  two  houses  standing  on  their  land  and  constructed 
an  underground  railway  station,  having  one  of  its  entrances 
opening  into  the  passage,  and  the  question  of  the  extent  of  the 
right  of  way  was  raised  in  an  action  to  restrain  the  use  of  the 
passage  by  the  defendants  as  a  thoroughfare  for  their  passengers 
to  or  from  the  railway  station. 


(«)  (1876),  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  362.  Cf. 
the  diota  in  WiUiams  t.  James  (1867), 
L.  R.  2  G.  F.  677 ;  and  of  North,  J.,  in 
Mayor  of  New  Windtor  t.  Stovell  (1884), 


27  0.  D.  666,  at  p.  672. 


U)  AboTe,  p.  364. 

(u)  (1876),  L.  R.  3  Gh.  Diy.  812. 

(x)  [1907]  1  Ch.  208. 
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[Kekewioh,  J.,  after  dealing  with  the  evidence  as  to  user  at  the     Extent  of 
dates  of  the  will  and  of  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  also  in  later    tion  for  the 
years,  and  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  user  had  throughout        J°^' 
been  for  domestic  and  ordinary  business  purposes,  held  that  the  MiinerUSafe 
defendants'  right  of  way  over  the  passage  extended  only  to  user  Great  Northern 
for  those  purposes,  and  that  the  right  claimed  by  the  defendants      ^"f/^*^ 
was  in  excess  of  what  they  were  entitled  to. 

And  so,  where  the  way  is  of  necessity,  the  extent  of  user 
acquired  is  limited  by  the  necessity  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
implied  grant  (y),  or  created  by  the  purpose  for  which  the  con- 
veyance is  taken  (2). 

It  is  a  more  difiScult  question  how  far  a  right  of  way  expressly  Exprew 
granted  or  reserved  is  limited  by  the  nature  or  the  user  of  the  ^^^on, 
tenement  to  which  it  is  annexed  (a).     On  the  one  hand,  it  is  said  how  limited, 
that  the  grantor  looks  only  to  the  actual  user  of  the  dominant 
tenement,  and  that  to  alter  the  user  is  to  increase  the  burden  of 
the  easement.     On  the  other  hand,  it  is  argued  that,  if  it  were 
intended  to  limit  the  grant,  this  would  be  done  in  express  words ; 
that  a  grant  must  be  construed  against  the  grantor ;  and  that  a 
grant    in    terms    general    must    not    be    shackled    by    implied 
restrictions. 

The  question  is  often  complicated  by  the  terms  in  which  the 
dominsuit  tenement  is  described  in  the  grant;  the  purposes  to 
which  the  tenement  is  put  being  referred  to,  a  limitation  of  the 
grant  is  inferred  from  this  reference. 

The  cases  are  conflicting,  and  it  may  be  well  to  examine  them 
in  historical  order. 

In  Allan  v.  Gomnie[b)^  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  it  Allans, 
appeared  that  the  defendant  Gomme,  having  by  express  reserva-  ^<^"^* 
tion  a  right  of  way  over  the  plaintiff's  premises  to  a  stable  and 
loft  on  his  own  land,  and  to  a  '^  space  or  opening  under  the  said 
loft  and  then  used  as  a  wood-house,"  converted  the  loft  and  the 
space  thereunder  into  a  cottage,  and  claimed  to  use  the  way  as 
appurtenant  to  the  cottage.     A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the 

iy)  Corporatioti    of   London    y.   JRipfft      uaed  for  the  purpose  of  access  to  another 

(1880),  L.B.  13  Ch.  D.  798.  close  lying  beyond  it  and  in  the  pos- 

u\  B^4F  ^    A»4^   T^M^i  -D^^^j  /ifio«\        sossion  of  the  same  person,  is  disoossed 

L  llfcJ:  D  «9^'' """'' ^''''"'  l-elow.  Part  ly.  Charm.    A  «milar 

'*'  question  affecting  ways  of  necessity  was 

(a)  The   question  discussed   here    is  treated  in  Crijy/onj  v.  Jfo^a^  (1868),  li.R. 

purely  one  of  construction.     The  case  4  Ch.  133. 

of  '*  ezcees  "  in  the  user  of  a  way,  as  [b)  (1840),  11  A.  &  E.  759  ;  52  B.  R. 

where  a  right  of  way  to  one  close  is  492. 
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Express       [plaintiff,  the  defendant  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit,  which 


reservation,  "^^s  discharged  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  The  judgment  of 
how  limited,  the  Court  (c)  was  delivered  by  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.  His  Lord- 
j^ian  V.  ship,  while  conceding  that  the  words  "  now  used  as  a  wood-house  " 
were  to  be  taken  merely  as  ascertaining  the  place  where  the  open 
space  of  ground  was,  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  con- 
fined to  the  use  of  the  way  "  to  a  place  which  should  be  in  (he 
same  predicament  as  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  deed. 
We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  he  could  only  use  it  to  make  a 
deposit  of  wood  there,  for  we  consider  the  words  *  now  used  as  a 
wood-house'  merely  used  for  the  ascertaining  the  locality  and 
identity  of  the  place  called  a  space  or  opening  under  the  loft ; 
and  we  think  he  might  have  the  benefit  of  the  way  to  make  a 
deposit  of  any  articles,  or  use  it  in  any  way  he  pleased,  provided 
it  continued  in  the  state  of  open  ground.  But  we  think  he  could 
only  use  it  for  purposes  which  were  compatible  with  the  ground 
being  open,  and  that,  if  any  buildings  were  erected  upon  it,  it 
was  no  longer  to  be  considered  as  open  for  the  purpose  of  this 
deed.  Suppose  that  this  piece  of  ground,  instead  of  being  a  small 
quantity,  had  been  a  field  of  many  acres,  and  that  Browne  had 
sold  off  the  part  above  mentioned  to  the  plaintiff,  reserving  to 
himself  this  right  of  way  to  the  land,  calling  it  a  field  then  in 
pasture,  or  in  com,  and  had  subsequently  filled  the  land  with  small 
cottages  or  had  built  a  factory,  or  established  gas  works,  it  surely 
never  could  be  contended  that  it  was  the  meaning  of  either  of  the 
parties  to  the  deed  that  there  should  be  a  right  of  way  over  the 
yard  to  those  buildings." 

The  Court  referred  to  LuttreWs  Case  (d),  and  to  the  cases  where 
an  alteration  in  a  building  in  respect  of  which  lights  were  claimed 
had  been  held  to  extinguish  the  easement  (e). 

The  above  case  was  admittedly  one  of  first  impression ;  and  in 
Henning  v.  Burnet  (/),  Parke,  B.,  considered  that  the  rule  had 
been  laid  down  too  strictly.  "  No  doubt,"  he  added,  "  if  a  right 
of  way  be  granted  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as  a  way  to  a 
cottage,  and  the  cottage  is  changed  into  a  tanyard,  the  right  of 
way  ceases ;  but  if  there  is  a  general  grant  of  all  ways  to  a  cottage, 
the  right  is  not  lost  by  reason  of  the  cottage  being  altered." 


Burnet* 


(d)  LordDeninanyC.J.,  andLittledale 
and  Coleridge,  JJ. 
{d)  (1738),  4  Rep.  86  a. 


(•)  Treated  below,  Part  V.  Chap.  II. 
(/)  (1852),   8    Exoh.    187,   192;    91 
R.  R.  427. 
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[In  South  Metropolitan  Cemetery  Co.  v.  Eden  {g),  Jervis,  C.  J.,       Express 
made  a  similar  distinction.      ^'If   I  grant  a  man  a  way  to  a    reservation, 
cottage  which  consists  of  one  room,  I  know  the  extent  of  the   ^Q^  limited. 
liberty  I  grant ;  and  my  grant  would  not  justify  the  grantee  in  ''^^^^ 
claiming  to  use  the  way  to  gain  access  to  a  town  he  might  build  Cemetery  Co, 
at  the  extremity  of  it.     Here  the  grant  is  general, — ^to  use  the  ^- -^*^- 
road  for  the  purpose  of  going  to  or  returning  from  the  land  con- 
veyed or  any  part  thereof;   it  is  not  defined,  as  in  the  case 
referred  to." 

These  dicta,  however,  leave  open  the  question  whether  the  pur- 
pose of  the  grant  can  be  inferred  from  the  actual  condition  of  the 
dominant  tenement,  or  from  its  user  as  described  in  the  grant,  or 
must  be  specified  in  the  grant  itself. 

Williams  v.  James  (h)  was  a  case  of  prescription,  and  therefore  William  t. 
no  authority  on  the  point  now  being  discussed.  But  Willes,  J.,  •^*'"*»' 
in  giving  judgment,  said  that  the  distinction  between  a  grant  and 
prescription  was  obvious.  "  In  the  case  of  proving  a  right  by 
prescription  the  user  of  the  right  is  the  only  evidence.  In  the 
case  of  a  grant  the  language  of  the  instrument  can  be  referred  to, 
and  it  is  of  course  for  the  Court  to  construe  that  language ;  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  clear  indication  of  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  the  maxim  that  a  grant  must  be  construed  most  strongly 
against  the  grantor  must  be  applied." 

In  Watts  V.  Kelson  {%)y  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was,  by  Wau$Y, 
express  words  contained  in  the  conveyance  of  his  premises,  entitled  ^'^- 
to  "  a  right  of  way "  through  the  defendant's  gateway  and  close 
"  to  a  wicket-gate  to  be  erected  by  the  said  0.  Watts  (the  plaintiff) 
leading  into  the  hereinbefore  described  piece  or  part  of  garden 
ground."  The  plaintiff's  premises  contained,  besides  the  garden, 
a  cottage  residence,  a  large  number  of  stalls  for  feeding  cattle,  a 
yard  and  outbuildings,  and  a  few  acres  of  land.  The  defendant's 
gate  would  admit  carriages.  The  plaintiff  did  not  erect  a  wicket- 
gate,  but  erected  a  cart-shed  on  the  same  spot,  and  brought  carts  to 
it.  The  defendant  having  obstructed  the  way.  Lord  Romilly,  M.  R., 
granted  an  injunction.  The  defendant  contended  that  the  way 
was  granted  for  so  long  only  as  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  premises 
nearest  to  the  proposed  wicket-gate  should  continue  to  be  used  as 
a  garden,  quoting  Allan  v.  Gomme  and  the  other  oases ;  but  Lord 

{fl  (1865),  16  0.  B.  42,  67.  (A)  (1867),  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  677,  681. 

(i)  (1870),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  166. 
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Express 

grant  or 

reservatioD, 

how  limited. 

Watta  V. 
JS^eUon. 

Woody. 
Saunders. 


United  Zand 

Co.  V. 

O.  E.  Bail.  Co. 


[Romilly,  without  giving  reasons,  overruled  this  contention.  The 
case  seems  to  he  consistent  with  either  solution  of  the  point  now 
under  discussion,  as  the  requirements,  not  only  of  the  garden,  but 
of  the  other  portions  of  the  plaintifE's  premises,  might  properly  be 
considered. 

In  Wood  V.  Saunders  (A;),  the  plaintiff,  being  entitled  by  express 
grant  to  a  mansion  with  the  free  passage  of  water  and  soil  into 
and  to  a  cesspool  on  the  defendant's  land,  enlarged  the  mansion  so 
as  to  increase  the  amount  of  soil  flowing  from  it.  The  defendant 
having  stopped  the  drains  leading  to  the  cesspool,  the  case  came 
before  V.-C.  Hall,  who  restrained  the  defendant  from  preventing 
the  free  use  and  passage  of  water  and  soil  in  and  to  the  cesspool, 
but  added  that  his  order  was  only  to  protect  the  plaintiff  in  the 
reasonable  use  of  such  cesspool  to  the  extent  to  which  the  same  was 
used  prior  to  the  date  of  the  grant.  On  appeal,  however,  the 
decree  was  varied,  the  plaintiff  submitting  to  be  restrained  from 
allowing  the  drainage  from  the  additional  buildings  erected  by 
him  to  go  into  the  cesspool,  and  the  defendant  being  restrained 
from  preventing  the  free  passage  of  water  and  soil  into  the  cesspool. 
The  Court  apparently  treated  the  drainage  from  the  additional 
buildings  as  severable  from  the  drainage  from  the  original  building; 
and  thus  the  case  became  a  question  of  "  excess "  rather  than  of 
construction  (/). 

In  United  Land  Company  y.  Great  Eastern  Railway  Company  {m)^ 
it  appeared  that  a  railway  company  had,  by  a  private  Act,  been 
empowered  to  make  a  railway  through  certain  lands  belonging  to 
the  Crown.  The  Act  required  the  company  to  make  such  con- 
venient crossings  across,  over,  or  under  the  railway,  where  it 
traversed  the  Crown  lands,  as  should,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Lands  and  Forests,  be  "  necessary  for  the  conve- 
nient enjoyment  and  occupation  of  the  lands  "  ;  and,  in  accordance 
with  this  provision,  the  company  agreed  with  the  Commissioners 
to  make  "  four  level  crossings "  at  certain  specific  points,  **  with 
proper  approaches  thereto  from  the  lands  on  the  other  side,"  three 
of  the  crossings  to  be  thirty  feet  wide  each,  and  the  remaining  one 
twenty  feet  wide.  The  crossings  were  made  substantially  in 
accordance  with  this  agreement.  The  land  in  question  was,  at  the 
date  of  the  Act,  marsh  or  pasture  land,  and  was  subject  to  a 


{k)  (1875),  L.  R.  10  Ch.  682. 
(/]  See  above,  p.  357,  note  (a). 


(m)  (1873),  L.  R.  17  Bq.  158 ;  (1876), 
10  Ch.  686. 


WATS. 
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[statute  which  prevented  private  buildings  from  being  built  upon      Express 
it;  but,  the  land  having  subsequently  been  sold  free  from  this    reaervation, 
restriction  and  advertised  for  re-sale  in  building  lots,  the  defen-   how  limited. 
dants,  being  successors  in  title  of  the  original  railway  company,    United  Land 
objected  to  the  level  crossings  being  used  for  the  purpose  of  access  q,  e.  Bail.  Co. 
to  the  houses  to  be  erected.      The  objection  was  overruled  by 
V.-C.  Matins,  who,  while  apparently  disapproving  of  Allan  v. 
Oommey  distinguished  the  case  before  him  from  the  grant  of  a 
private  right  of  way  on  the  ground  that  it  wajs  a  case  of  compul- 
sory sale,  and  that  a  railway  company  dividing  land  into  lots  was 
bound  to  render  it  as  useful  for  all  purposes  as  if  no  severance 
had  been  made.     He  thought  that  the  width  of  the  crossings 
showed  that  they  had  not  been  intended  to  be  used  merely  for 
agricultural  purposes.     The  nature  of  the  conmiunications  agreed 
upon  had  no  doubt  reduced  the  amount  of  compensation  paid  (n). 

On  appeal,  the  Lords  Justices  James  and  MelHsh  affirmed  this 
decision,  chiefly  for  the  special  reasons  given  by  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor.  But  Lord  Justice  Mellish  added  some  words  on  the 
general  principle.  "No  doubt,"  he  said,  "there  are  authorities 
that,  from  the  description  of  the  lands  to  which  the  right  of  way 
is  annexed  and  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  granted,  the  Court 
may  infer  that  the  way  was  intended  to  be  limited  to  those 
purposes ;  but,  if  there  is  no  limit  in  the  grant,  the  way  may  be 
used  for  all  purposes." 

These  words  are  difficult  to  reconcile  with  Allan  v.  Gomme^ 
although  the  decision  itself  appears  to  be  distinguishable.  In 
fact,  both  decisions  rest  on  the  same  principle,  that,  in  construing 
a  grant,  all  the  circumstances  may  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of 
arriving  at  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

It  is  remarkable  that  in  Neircomen  v.  Coulson  (o),  which  was  a  j^ewcomeny. 
very  similar  case  to  the  United  Land  Co.^s  Case,  Malins,  V.-C,  ^'^'^^®'»- 
expressly  recognized  Allan  v.  Gomme  as  binding.  An  award  imder 
an  Inclosure  Act  directed  that  each  of  the  allottees,  "and  the 
owner  and  owners  for  the  time  being  of  the  lands  hereby  to  them 
respectively  allotted,  shall  for  ever  hereafter  have  and  enjoy  a 
way-right  and  liberty  of  passage  for  themselves  and  their  respec- 
tive tenants  and  farmers  of  the  said  lands  and  grounds,  as  well  on 
foot  as  on  horseback,  and  with  their  carts  and  carriages,  and  to 


(«)  Of.  Bsg.  V.  Broum  (1867),  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  630. 
(o)  (1876),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  133. 
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Express  [lead  and  drive  their  horses,  oxen,  and  other  cattle,  as  often  as 
reservation,  occasion  shall  require,"  over  a  certain  property  therein  specified ; 
how  limited,  g^^^j  j.^^^^  ^  ^^^  allottees  or  any  of  them,  or  any  of  the  owners  for 
N«^cotwny,  j^Q  time  being  of  their  respective  allotments,  should  "street  out" 
the  way,  it  should  be  made  eleven  yards  broad  at  the  least  between 
the  quick-sets.  The  allotments  were  merely  agricultural  land. 
The  owners  of  one  of  the  allotments  having  commenced  to  build 
upon  their  land  a  number  of  villa  residences,  and  to  metal  the 
road  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  with  the  residences,  the  owner 
of  the  soil  of  the  road  and  of  the  adjoining  property  interfered, 
and  insisted  that  the  way  could  not  be  used  except  for  access  to 
agricultural  propeiiy.  His  action,  and  the  appeal,  were  dismissed. 
Malins,  V.-C,  distinguished  Allan  v.  Gomme^  being  of  opinion 
that  this  was  not  the  case  of  an  easement,  but  of  an  arrangement 
between  the  owners  of  the  land  enclosed  for  the  formation  and 
enjoyment  of  a  way,  which  meant  a  way  for  all  purposes ;  but  the 
appeal  judges  repudiated  this  distinction,  and  apparently  relied  on 
the  fact  that  the  way  was  granted  as  appurtenant  to  "land," 
which  meant  the  land  and  all  buildings  from  time  to  time  to  be 
erected  upon  it.  In  this  view  the  decision  in  Allan  v.  Gomtne 
would  turn  simply  on  the  description  of  the  dominant  tenement 
as  a  "  space  or  opening."  The  general  principle  of  that  case  is 
not  explicitly  discussed. 
Cannon  v.  In  Cannon  v.  Villars  ( p)  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  let  to  the 

kiiiars.  plaintifE  a  house  and  a  piece  of  vacant  ground  for  the  building  of 

a  workshop  to  be  used  by  the  plaintiflp  in  his  business  of  a  gas 
engineer,  and  the  right  of  "ingress  and  egress"  over  a  paved 
yard  in  front  of  the  house.  The  yard  having  been  blocked  up  by 
the  defendant's  vans,  so  that  no  vehicles  could  reach  the  plaintiff's 
house,  the  plaintiff  brought  this  action.  The  defendant  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  more  than  a  right  of  footway ;  but 
Jessel,  M.  R.,  overruled  this  contention.  "PrimS,  facie,"  he  said, 
"  the  grant  of  a  right  of  way  is  the  grant  of  a  right  of  way  having 
regard  to  the  nature  of  the  road  over  which  it  is  granted,  and  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  intended  to  be  used;  and  both  these 
circumstances  may  be  legitimately  called  in  aid  in  determining 
whether  it  is  a  general  right  of  way,  or  a  right  of  way  restricted 
to  foot-passengers,  or  restricted  to  foot-passengers  and  horsemen 


(p)  (1878),  L.  B.  8  Ch.  D.  416. 


1 
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[or  cattle,  which  is  generally  called  a  drift- way,  or  a  general  right      Express 
of  way  for  carts,  horses,  carriages,  and  everything  else/'  reservation, 

His  lordship  then  applied  this  reasoning  to   the  case  before    how  limited. 
him,  and,  having  referred  to  the  permission  to  build  on  the  vacant      ^^^Tf"  ^' 
land,  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff^s  business,  and  the  width  and 
character  of  the  way,  granted  the  injunction  claimed. 

Finch  V.  Great  Western  Rail,  Co.  {a)  was  another  case  of  award  Finch  v. 
under  an  Inclosure  Act;  but  here  the  way  in  question  (twenty 
feet  wide)  was  to  "  remain  a  private  carriage-road  and  drift- way 
for  the  use  of  the  respective  owners  and  occupiers  for  the  time 
being  of  the  allotment  over  which  the  same  passes,  and  of  several 
old  inclosed  meadows  and  woodlands  belonging  to  [A.],  a  meadow 
called  Broadmead  belonging  to  [B.],  and  the  said  inclosed  meadow 
belonging  to  [C]  to  which  the  same  passes."  A  part  of  the 
"allotment  over  which  the"  road  "passed,"  which  had  been 
pasture  land,  was  converted  by  the  defendant  company  into  a 
cattle-pen  for  storing  cattle  in  transit,  the  user  of  the  road  being 
much  increased :  and,  an  action  having  been  brought,  a  Divisional 
Court  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  (r)  held  that  the  new  user 
could  be  justified.  The  Court  thought  that  Allan  v.  Gonime 
established  no  general  principle,  but  turned  on  the  construction 
of  the  particular  deed  referred  to;  and  that  the  United  Land 
Co.^s  Case  and  Netccomen  v.  Coulson  "established  the  principle 
that,  where  there  is  an  express  grant  of  a  private  right  of  way  to 
a  particular  place,  to  the  unrestricted  use  of  which  the  grantee  of 
the  right  of  way  is  entitled,  the  grant  is  not  to  be  restricted  to 
access  to  the  land  for  the  purposes  for  which  access  would  be 
required  at  the  time  of  the  grant."  But  at  the  same  time,  their 
lordships  pointed  out  that  the  case  before  them  was  not  the  case 
of  a  grant,  but  of  an  award  under  an  Inclosure  Act;  and  they 
appeared  to  rely  to  some  extent  on  this  distinction. 

In  Great  Western  Railway  v.  Talbot  (j?),  Allan  v.  Gomme  was  not  g,  W.  R,  v. 
referred  to  either  in  argument  or  in  the  judgment,  but  the  decision  ^^^^' 
was  to  the  same  effect  as  the  decision  in  that  case,  namely,  that 
the  extent  of  the  right  of  way  was  to  be  measured  by  the  user  at 
or  previously  to  the  date  of  the  grant. 

The  railway  company  had  entered  into  an  agreement  that  they 
would  construct  and  maintain,   "  for  the  accommodation  of  the 


is)  (1879),  L.  B.  6  Ex.  D.  254.  (r)  KeUy,  G.  B.,  and  Stephen,  J. 

(«)  [1902]  2  Ch.  759. 
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Express  [owners  and  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the  lands  adjoining 
reservation,  the  railway,"  amongst  other  works,  a  level  crossing  for  a  tramway 
how  limited,    -^yhich  was  crossed  on  the  level  by  the  railway  company's  line. 

^'r^ih^'^'  '^^  ^^®  ^^^®  ^^  ^^®  agreement  the  owner  of  the  tramway  had 
used  it  for  conveying  goods  and  traflBo  from  his  land  to  a  neigh- 
bouring port.  He  had  also  allowed  coals  to  be  conveyed  along 
the  tramway  to  the  port  from  a  colliery  not  situate  on  his  land. 
His  successor  in  title  afterwards  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  convey 
over  the  level  crossing,  by  means  of  the  tramway,  goods  and 
traffic  brought  on  to  her  land  from  other  places,  whether  situate 
on  her  estate  or  not.  Her  right  to  do  so  being  called  in  question, 
the  extent  of  the  right  of  way  conferred  upon  her  came  eventually 
before  the  Court  of  Appeal,  with  the  result  that  a  declaration  was 
made  to  the  effect  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  use  the  level 
crossing  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  goods  and  traffic  so  as 
substantially  to  increase  the  burden  of  the  easement  by  altering  or 
enlarging  its  character,  nature;  or  extent,  as  enjoyed  at  or  previous 
to  the  date  of  the  agreement,  or  as  since  enjoyed,  if,  owing  to 
acquiescence  or  otherwise,  such  subsequent  enjoyment  was  then 
binding  on  the  railway  company ;  but  it  was  expressly  declared 
that  she  was  entitled  to  continue  to  bring  goods  from  the  above- 
mentioned  colliery  across  the  level  crossing,  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  same  were  brought  at  or  previous  to  the  date  of  the  agreement. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  the  ground  of  the 
intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  when  the  works  were 
executed. 

After  discussing  the  defendant's  claim  to  the  right  to  use  the 
level  crossing  for  conveying  goods  and  traffic  brought  on  to  her 
land  from  all  places,  whether  or  not  situate  on  her  estate,  Stirling, 
L.  J.,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  observed,  "  Such 
a  user,  in  our  opinion,  goes  far  beyond  anything  which  could  have 
been  in  the  contemplation  of  anyone  when  the  works  were  made ; " 
and  he  expressly  stated  that  this  conclusion  did  not  appear  to  the 
Court  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  decision  in  United  Land  Co.  v. 
Great  Eastern  Rail,  Co.  (t)^  which,  he  explained,  turned  on  the 
provisions  of  a  very  special  enactment. 

It  may  be  mentioned  that  in  the  Court  of  first  instance  the 
decision  was  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that,  there 
being  nothing  in  the  agreement  to  limit  the  user,  there  was  no 

(0  See  above,  p.  360. 
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[reason  why  she  should  not  use  the  crossing  for  any  purpose  she      Exprees 
pleased,  provided  that  the  user  must  not  interfere  with  the  traffic    reaervation, 
of  the  Great  Western  Eailway  Co.  how  limited. 

In  Harris  v.  Flower  8f  Sons  [u)  the  question  iavolved  was  a  Harris  v. 
claim  to  use  a  right  of  way  for  the  purpose  of  access  to  buildings  ^' 
part  of  which  was  erected  upon  land  to  which  the  right  of  way 
was  not  appurtenant.  This  question  was  treated  in  the  Court  of 
first  instance  as  being  governed  by  the  decisions  in  United  Land  Co. 
V.  Great  Eastern  Rail.  Co.  (a?),  Newcomen  v.  Couhon  (y),  and  THnch 
V.  Great  Western  Railicay  (s),  and  it  was  held  that,  the  user  being 
bon&  fide  for  the  purpose  of  access  to  the  land  to  which  the  right 
of  way  was  appurtenant,  and  none  the  less  so  because  a  portion  of 
the  building  erected  on  that  land  extended  beyond  its  boundary, 
the  user  was  authorized.  But  this  decision  was  reversed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  where  the  question  was  treated  as  being  governed 
by  the  decisions  with  regard  to  excessive  user  discussed  later  {a)j 
and  the  case  would  appear  more  properly  to  call  for  consideration 
in  connection  with  those  decisions. 

Upon  the  whole  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  decision  in  Allan  v.  Conclamon. 
Gomme  has  established  any  general  principle.  The  nature  of  the 
road  over  which  the  way  is  granted,  and  of  the  dominant  and 
servient  tenements,  the  user  (if  any)  to  which  the  way  has  been 
subject  previously  to  the  grant,  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 
intended  to  be  used  or  which  might  reasonably  be  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties,  and  all  the  surroimding  circumstances  must 
receive  consideration;  and  each  case  must  be  judged  upon  its 
circumstances  {b). 

Probably  the  true  view  is]  t/iat  there  is  no  positive  division  General  role 
of  rights  of  icay  into  distinct  classes.  Where  the  extent  of  the  right  of  riffSb. 
is  to  be  inferred  from  user,  it  is  for  the  jury,  [or,  in  the  absence  of 
a  jury,  the  Court  exercising  the  functions  of  a  jury,]  to  say,  under 
aU  the  circumstances  attendant  upon  the  user,  what  is  the  right ; 
and  where  the  right  is  conferred  by  deed,  the  deed  itself  must  be 
looked  to  for  the  same  purpose.  Indeed,  in  the  civil  law,  from 
which  the  earlier  writers  have  adopted  their  technical  terms,  it 
would  appear  there  was  no  rigorous  classification  of  rights  of  way, 

(u)  (1904),  90  L.  T.  669 ;  20  T.  L.  R.  («)  Above,  p.  363. 

601 :  on  appeal,  74  L.  J.  Ch.  127  ;  91  («)  Post,  Part  IV.,  Chap.  III. 

L.  T.  816  ;  21  T.  L.  R.  13.  (^  See  SkeUsMey  y.  Berger  (1894),  69 

/v    *,   ,^  ^   ,ftrt  L.T.  764.     Midland  Rail.  Co,  Y.Gribble, 

[X)  Above,  p.  360.  |.jgg,-j  2  oh^  827,  is  a  caae  of  abandon- 

(y)  Above,  p.  361.  ment. 
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Bnmton  v. 
Hall. 


unless  the  very  terms  "  iter,  actus  or  via,"  to  which  a  particular 
meaning  was  attached,  were  adopted.  The  qualifications  of  ways 
seem  to  have  been  as  numerous  as  in  the  English  law,  ex.  gr. 
what  kind  of  vehicle  should  be  used  or  prohibited ;  that  the  way 
should  only  be  used  with  a  horse,  or  that  a  fixed  weight  or  a 
particular  commodity  only  should  be  conveyed,  &c.  So  also  it 
might  be  granted  to  be  enjoyed  only  at  certain  days  or  hours  (c). 

[It  remains  to  notice  a  few  cases  in  which  particular  grants  have 
been  construed  by  the  courts.] 

In  Bmnton  v.  Hall  (d),  it  was  held  that  a  reservation  in  a  lease 
of  a  right  of  way  on  foot,  and  for  horses,  oxen,  cattle,  and  sheep, 
did  not  give  any  right  of  way  to  lead  manure. 

It  was  contended  also,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  '^  to  lead 
manure  "  might  mean  nothing  more  than  to  carry  manure,  and 
that  if  he  had  a  right  of  way,  he  might,  in  the  exercise  of  it,  carry 
burdens.  The  authorities,  however,  seem  to  be  much  against  the 
proposition,  that  a  right  of  passage  would  in  general  give  a  right 
to  transport  burdens  in  the  several  modes  in  which  the  right  of 
way  might  be  exercised  {e). 

It  is  true  that,  according  to  the  civil  law,  a  man  having  the 
right  termed  "  iter,"  which  was  a  right  to  pass  on  horseback  aa 
well  as  on  foot,  might  be  carried  in  a  litter ;  but  he  could  not 
drive  a  beast  of  burden  along  it.  So  the  right  termed  "  actus," 
which  was  a  right  of  passage  for  beasts  of  burden  and  carriages, 
gave  no  right  to  pass  with  waggons.  '^  Qui  sella  aut  lectica 
vehitur  ire  non  agere  didtur.  Jumentum  vero  ducere  non  potest, 
qui  iter  tantum  habet.  Qui  actum  habet,  et  plaustrum  ducere,  et 
jumenta  agere  potest.  Sed  trahendi  lapidem  aut  tignum,  neutri 
eorum  jus  est"  (/). 

It  is  obvious  that  to  hold  that  a  right  of  way  per  se  gave  a 
right  to  cany  burdens  would  impose  a  much  more  onerous  obliga- 


{e)  Modum  adjici  servitutibns  posse 
constat ;  veluti  quo  genere  vehiouli 
agatur,  vel  non  agatur,  veluti  ut  equo 
duntaxat,  vel  ut  oertum  pondus  vebatur, 
vel  grex  ille  transducatur,  aut   carbo 

?ortetur — Dig.  8,  1,  4,  §  1,  De  serv. 
Fsus  servitutum  temporibus  secerni 
potest :  forte,  ut  quis  post  boram  ter- 
tiam  usque  in  boram  decimam  eo  jure 
utatur,  vel,  ut  altemis  diebus  utatur. — 
Ibid.  5,  {  1. 

{d)  (1841),  1  Q.  B.  792  ;  1  Gale&Dav. 
207.  See  also  Durham  and  Sunderland 
Mail.  Co.  V.  Walker  (1842),  2  Q.  B.  963,  as 


to  tbe  use  of  a  railway  for  otber  purposes 
than  tbose  for  wbioh  it  was  gfranted. 

(^)  See  Ballard  v.  J)y$on  (1808),  1 
Taunt.  279  ;  9  R.  R.  770 ;  Higham  v. 
RahHt  (1839),  7  Soott,  827  ;  and  ptirtiou- 
larly  Cowling  v.  Higgintion  (1838),  4  M. 
AW.  245 ;  [and  Dare  v.  Heatheote,  ubi 
sup.  p.  355,  n.] 

{n  Dig.  8,  3,  7,  de  serv.  pned.  rust. 
Potnier,  in  a  note  on  tbe  term  "  plau- 
strum," says,  ''Id  est  currum;  non 
verum  planstram  trabendis  oneribus 
aptum.^' 
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tion  on  the  servient  owner;  for  if  he  wished  to  build  or  plant  Special  cases 
trees  on  his  tenement,  he  must  leave  a  higher  space  than  he  would   construction, 
otherwise  be  obliged  to  do.     For  this  reason  it  was,  in  the  civil  " 
law,  that  the  opinion  was  generally  entertained  that  neither  the 
"  iter  "  nor  "  actus  "  gave  the  right  to  pass  carrying  a  pole  erect. 
"  Quidam  neo  hastam  rectam  ei  ferre  licere ;  quia  neque  eundi, 
neque  agendi   gratia   id  faceret,    et    possunt  fructus  eo    modo 
l»di"(i7). 

[In  Midgley  v.  Richmond  Ih).  general  words  in  an  Act  of  Parlia-  MidgUyy, 
ment  reserving  a  way-leave  to  the  Bishop  of  Durham  for  coals,  ^»<^'»'"<^«- 
&o.,  gotten  out  of  any  lands,  were  restrained  by  the  context  to 
lands  belonging  to  the  see. 

In  Wood  V.  Stourbridge  Hail,   Co.{i)y  a  grant  of  a  right  of  Woody.  Siour- 
way  over  a  certain  road  which  was  partly  formed  and  partly  only  ^^^   "* ' 
staked  out,  was  held  to  extend  to  the  whole  road,  formed  and 
Tmformed. 

In  Mitcalfe  v.  TTestawai/  (k),  a  reservation  of  a  right  of  way  to  mteaifey. 
the  "  assigns  "  of  the  grantor  was  held  to  operate  in  favour  of  his  ^^^^^^^v- 
licensees. 

In  Baxendale  v.  North  Lambeth  Libei^al  and  Radical  Club,  Ltd.  (/),  BaxendaU  v. 
a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  to  the  grantee,  "  his  executors,  adminis-  ^^J' j.f^'"J 
trators,  and  assigns,   undertenants  and  servants,"   was  held  to  ^.  Ciub. 
extend  to  all  licensees  of  the  grantee  lawfully  going  to  and  from 
the  dominant  tenement. 

In  Thornton  v.  Little  (m),  the  word  "visitors"  in  a  grant  of  a  Thornton y, 
right  of  way  was  held  to  include  pupils  attending  a  school  carried  ^'*"'''- 
on  upon  the  dominant  tenement. 

But  in  Keith  v.  Twentieth  Century  Chib[n)y  it  was  held  that  Keith  y, 
members  of  a  club,  whether  resident  or  not,  were  not  "  lessees,"  ?^T*'*^'i,  t 

.  ,  '      Century  Citta, 

or  "  sub-lessees,"  or  "  tenants,"  or  "  families,"  or  "  friends,"  of  the 


{p)  Big.  8,  3,  7,  de  serF.  preed.  rast. 
Potbier's  note  on  this  passage  is  as 
follows : — '*  Qnidam  jns  rectse  hastes 
ferendfs  quod  in  serritnte  vise  contineri 
didtar,  in  senritute  actus  non  item,  ita 
intelligunt ;  ut  in  servitnte  yin  non 
solum  duntaxat  ad  certam  latitudinem, 
sed  etiam  coslum  serviat  intra  earn  alti- 
tudinem  quee  hastee  ferendse  par  sit; 
adeo  ut  is  oui  senritus  debetur,  possit 
plaustrorum  suorum  onus  usque  ad  hano 
altitudinem  exagerare ;  ille  vero  qui  earn 
servitutem  debet,  non  possit  in  looo  per 
quem  via  debetur,  infra  hano  altitudinem 


quidquam  habere ;  puta  deambulatioues 
arboribus  opacas,  quee  servituti  nocerent. 
Ita  MaranuH  ad  h.  tit.*' 

(A)  (1845),  14M.  &  W.  695 ;  confirmed 
by  fftfdley  y.  Fenwiek  (1864),  3  H.  &  C. 
349.  Dist.  Chadwiek  v.  Marsden  (1867), 
L.  R.  2  Exch.  285  ;  Ardley  v.  Guardians 
of  St.  Panerat  (1870),  39  L.  J.  Ch.  871. 

(0  (1864),  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  222. 

(k)  (1864),  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  113. 

(/)  [1902]  2  Ch.  427. 

(m)  (1907),  W.  N.  68. 

(n)  (1904),  73  L.  J.  Oh.  646 ;  90  L.  T. 
775 ;  52  W.  R.  654, 
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Special  oasea   [defendants,  within  the  meaning  of  a  grant  of  the  use  of  a  garden 
construction,   containing  those  words. 

Reynolds  v.  -^^  ^^  Ret/fiolds  V.  Moore  {o)y  it  was  held  that  a  reservation  of 

Moore,  "  free  libert}^ "  to  the  grantor,  "  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  his  and 

their  attendants,  gamekeepers  and  servants,  to  hunt,  fowl,  fish, 
hawk,  and  set"  in  the  demised  premises,  did  not  authorize  the 
grantor  or  his  assignee  to  permit  a  stranger  to  shoot,  in  the  absence 
of  the  grantor  or  his  assignee. 
Selbyy,  In  Selbf/  v.  Crystal  Palace  District  Qas  Co,  (/;),  it  was  held  that 

jHstHct^GM^  a  covenant  that  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  conveyed  should 
Co.  have  the  full  use  and  enjoyment  of  all  roads  "in  as  full,  free, 

complete,  and  absolute  a  manner  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatsoever  as  if  the  same  were  public  roads,"  entitled  them, 
not  only  to  the  use  of  the  roads  for  the  purpose  of  transit  or  for 
the  purposes  for  which  public  roads  could  be  used  at  the  date  of 
the  deed,  but  also  to  rights  subsequently  granted  over  public  roads, 
as  to  open  them  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  gas  to  the  houses  of 
the  occupiers. 
Scots  Mines  lu  Scots  Mines  Co,  V.  Leadhills  Mines  Co,  (q),  both  parties  held 

hiii^M^ho  ^°®^  under  the  Earl  of  Hopetoun.  There  was  a  reservation  in 
the  plaintiffs'  lease  to  the  earl  and  his  tenants  of  the  use  of  all 
shafts,  sumpts,  cuts,  levels,  drifts,  and  other  way  gates  made  or  to 
be  made,  with  power  of  sinking  and  driving  within  the  plaintiffs' 
grounds  for  the  convenience  of  his  other  works,  in  so  far  as  the 
same  could  be  done  without  incommoding  the  plaintiffs,  the  earl 
repairing  all  damages.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  were  under 
a  servitude  to  receive  all  water  conveyed  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
mining  by  the  defendants,  and  that  the  words  "  without  incom- 
moding," &c.,  did  not  limit  the  use  of  the  shaft  in  working  the 
old  mines,  but  were  confined  to  the  new  works,  being  the  last 
antecedent.  Lord  Campbell  said:  "The  occupiers  of  the  mines 
on  the  higher  level  are  only  empowered  to  do  within  their  own 
limits  what  might  be  done  prudently  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
mining;  they  certainly  would  not  be  justified  in  incautiously 
tapping  a  tarn,  and  so  inundating  the  country  below." 
ir.  js,  Sail,  Co,  In  The  North-Eastern  Rail,  Co,  v.  Lord  Hastings  (r)  a  specified 
V.  Hasitngs,     ^^^^  payable  by  the  railway  company  wa,s  reserved  to  H.  on  coal 


(o)  [1898]  2  Ir.  R.  641.  (q)  (1859),  34  L.  T.  34. 

(p)  (1862),  30Beav.606;  SJur.  N.  S.  (r)   [1900]    A.    C.     260;     aflfinninff 

422,  830 ;  31  L.  J.  Ch.  696.  [1899]  1  Ch.  666. 
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[carried  over  any  part  of  certain  railways  which  should  be  shipped   Special  cases 
at  Port  B.     For  more  than  forty  years  rent  was  paid  for  coal   construction, 
carried  over  the  rcdlways  and  shipped  at  Port  B.,  when  the  coal  ^^\K^ail^. 
passed  over  H.'s  land,  but  no  rent  was  paid  when  it  did  not  pa^    ▼•  Eastings. 
over  H.'s  land. 

In  an  action  by  H.'s  successor  in  title  against  the  railway  com- 
pany it  was  held  that  the  company  were  liable  to  pay  the  rent  upon 
coal  canied  over  any  part  of  the  railways,  although  it  did  not  pass 
over  II.'s  land ;  and  that  the  construction  could  not  be  affected  by 
the  fact  that  the  parties  had  interpreted  the  words  in  a  sense 
different  from  that  which  the  words  plainly  bore. 

In  Coifsem  v.  Rose  (s),  Lord  Romilly  held  that  a  grant  of  "  the  Omens  r. 
free  liberty  and  right  of  way  and  passage,  and  of  ingress,  egress,     ^*' 
and  regress  to  and  for"  the  lessees  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
''their  and  his  workmen  and  servants,  and  all  and  any  other 
persons  and  person  by  their  or  his  permission,"  over  a  ''roadway 
and  passage,"  carried  a  right  of  way  for  foot-passengers  only. 

In  Collins  v.  Slade  (^),  the  construction  of  a  right  of  way  turned  Collins  t. 
on  the  words  "  as  used  and  enjoyed  by  William  Slade."  ^     ' 

In  Knox  v.  Sansom  («(),  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  for  carts  and  EhoxY. 
carriages  over  a  piece  of  land  coloured  green  on  a  plan  was  held,  ^'""*^' 
partly  on  the  construction  of  the  grant  and  partly  on  evidence  of 
user,  to  extend  over  the  whole  of  the  land  coloured  green. 

In  Randall  v.  Hall  (x)  property  was  sold  by  auction  in  sixty  Randall  r. 
lots,  the  particulars  and  conditions  referring  to  a  plan,  upon  which  ^*'^- 
a  number  of  roads  were  marked  out  so  as  to  provide  frontages  for 
all  the  lots.  A  purchaser  of  two  lots  at  the  auction  sale  claimed 
rights  of  way  over  all  the  roads  shown  on  the  plan,  but  it  was 
held  that  he  was  entitled  only  to  a  right  of  way  over  the  road 
adjoining  his  lots  and  leading  directly  to  the  public  highway. 

In  Coicen  v.  Truefitt,  Ltd,  {y)  a  lease  of  rooms  on  the  second  Cowen  v. 
floor  of  tw.o  adjoining  houses,  numbered  13  and  14,  was  granted,  ■^^^^*>  ^^  • 
together  ^vith  free  ingress  and  egress  for  the  lessee  "  through  the 
staircase  and  passages  of  No.   13 ;  "   there  was  no  staircase  in 
No.  13   leading  to  the  premises  demised,  but  there  was  such 
a    staircase    in    No.   14.      It    was    held    that    the    lessee    was 


(»)  (1871),  L.  R.  12  Eq.  366.  {x)  (1851),  4  De  Q.  &  Sm.  343  ;   87 

(0  (1874),  23  W.  R.  199.  ^'(J'Ss]   2    Ch.    551;    on    appeal, 

(m)  (1877),  25  W.  R.  864.  [1899]  2  Ch.  309. 

o.  24 
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Special  cases  [entitled  to  the  use  of  the  fitalrcase  in  No.  14,  in  the  Court  of  first 
construction,  instance  on  the  ground  that  the  words  "of  No.  13"  might  be 
i*ejected  as  falsa  demonstratio  ;  and  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  on  the 
ground  of  common  mistake  and  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
StrickY.  City  In  Strick  8f  Co.f  Ltd.  v.  Citt/  Offices  Co,j  Ltd.  (s)  the  defendants 
^'f^^'  granted  to  the  plaintiils  a  lease  of  a  set  of  offices  in  a  block  of 

buildings.     No  mention  was  made  in  the  lease  of  any  right  of 
access  from    the  entrance  hall,  but  it  was  admitted  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  such  right.     At  the  date  of  the  lease  the  entrance 
hall  was  of  large  dimensions,  and  the  defendants  subsequently 
proposed  to  alter  the  building  so  as  to  diminish  the  size  of  the 
entrance  hall.     The  plaintiffs  claimed  a  right  of  way  over  every 
part  of  the  entrance  hall.     It  was  held  that  no  such  right  existed, 
the  plaintifPs  being  entitled  only  to  a  reasonable  user. 
Metropolitan         In  Metropolitan  Hail.   Co.  v.  Fotcler  {a)  it  was  held  that  upon 
Fowler^  ^'      ^®  ^^^^®  construction  of  the  railway  company's  special  Act   of 
Parliament  a  tunnel  was  a  "  hereditament "  within  the  meaning 
of  38  Geo.  III.  c.  5,  s.  4,  and  not  a  bare  easement,  and  was  there- 
fore chargeable  with  land  tax. 
Deacon  Y.  In  Deacon  v.  South-JEastetm  Bail.  Co.  (6),  it  was  held  that  a 

S.  E.  Ba%l.  Co.  grantor  of  a  right  of  way,  having  once  defined  the  direction  of 

the  way,  could  not  alter  it. 

neiiiy  V.  In  Reilly  v.  Booth  (c),  where  a  house  had  been  granted,  together 

Booth.  yn\h.  the  "  exclusive  use  "  of  a  gateway  connecting  the  house  with 

the  public  street,  the  gateway  being  described  by  height,  length, 

and  width,  it  was  held  that  the  grantee  was  not  confined  to  using 

the  gateway  as  a  means  of  access  to  the  premises  in  the  rear,  but 

could  use  it  for  all  lawful  purposes,  including  match-boarding  the 

ceiKng,  and  fixing  a  bookstall  in  the  passage. 

CooheY.  In  Cooke  V.  Ingram  {d)^  where  a  right  of  way  from  "every 

Ingram.  part"  of  a  piece  of  land  over  a  certain  road  had  been  granted, 

it  was  held  that  the  grantee  could  cross  from  any  point  in  his  land 

to  the  road  over  an  intervening  strip  belonging  to  the  grantor, 

and  that  this  right  had  not  been  abandoned  by  the  use  of  one 

mode  of  access  only. 

Termini.  ^  right  of  way  should,  generally  speaking,  have  a  terminus 

a  quo  and  a  terminus  ad  quem,  so  as  to  be  bounded  and  oircum- 

(«)  (1906),  22  T.  L.  R.  667.  Dist.    London    Taverns    Co.    v.     TTorhy 

(a)  ri893J  A.  C.  416.  (1888),  44  Ch.  Div.  24,  where  **the  ex- 

{b)  W.  N.  (1889),  p.  79.  elusive  right  of  guteway  "  was  granted, 

(c)  (1890),   L.   R.   44    Ch.   Div.  12.           (rf)  (1893),  68  L.  T.  671. 
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[scribed  to  a  place  certain  (e) ;  but  in  Wimbledon  and  Putney  Com"   Special  cases 
mona  Conservators  v.  Dixon  (/),  the  Lords  Justices  were  of  opinion  oonstrnctlon. 
that  the  fact  that  the  occupiers  of  a  tenement  to  which  a  way  by 
user  was  claimed  had  used,  not  a  definite  road  marked  out  between 
the  termini,  but  a  number  of  tracks  indifferently,  did  not  prevent 
the  right  from  being  acquired. 

In  Metropolitan  Rail,  Co.  v.  Great  Western  Hail.  Co.  {g)  a  lessor 
had  in  1878  leased  to  the  plaintifE  company  certain  land,  together 
with  a  right  of  way  through  a  circular  road  over  the  defendant 
company's  land.  The  way  was  not  definitely  described,  and  was 
never  in  fact  used  by  the  plaintiff  company.  It  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  company  could  not  maintain  an  action  to  enforce  the  right 
of  way,  chiefly  on  the  ground  that  the  event  upon  which  the  right 
of  way  was  to  come  into  operation  had  not  happened,  but  the 
Court  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  right  claimed  was  too 
undefined  and  unlimited  to  allow  of  an  action  being  maintained.] 


(<f)  Alhon  V.  Dremsall  (1610),  1  Brownl. 
216 ;  Yelv.  163 ;  Com.  Dig.  Chimin,  D. 
2  ;  and  Wilson,  J.,  in  Rouse  y.' Bardin 
(1790),  1  H.  Bl.  356  ;  37  R.  R.  414.  In 
Souih  Metropolitan  Cetnetery  Co,  v.  Eden 
(1856),  16  C.  B.  42,  the  right  was 
granted  to  persons  coming  to  the  domi- 
nant tenement  or  any  part  thereof ;  cf . 
Cooke  Y,  Ingram,  ubi  sup.  In  an  Ame- 
rican   case   (Jones  v.   Fereival,   6    Pick 


(Mass.)  486),  it  was  held  that  a  right 
of  way  over  land  in  all  directions, 
where  most  oonvenieDt  to  tiie  dominant 
owner  and  least  prejudicial  to  the  ser- 
vient owner,  could  not  be  prescribed  for, 
nor  could  a  grant  of  such  a  right  be 
presumed.  Cf.  Att,-Gen,  v.  Antrobus, 
[1906]  2  Ch.  188. 

(/)  (1876),  L.  R.  I  Ch.  Div.  362. 

(})  (1901),  84  L.  T.  333. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

RIGHT  TO   SUPPORT    FROM   NEIGHBOURING    SOIL   AND    HOUSES. 

The  right  to  support  from  the  adjoining  soil  may  be  claimed 
either  in  respect  of  the  land  in  its  natural  state,  or  land  subjected 
to  an  artificial  pressure  by  means  of  buildings  or  otherwise. 

A  further  right  to  support  may,  likewise,  be  claimed  for  one 
building  from  the  adjoining  buildings  on  either  side. 

In  connection  with  this  subject,  a  question  of  considerable 
importance  arises  with  regard  to  the  degree  of  care  which  a  party 
is  bound  to  use  in  withdrawing  support  to  which  no  right  has 
been  acquired  by  an  easement. 


Natural  sap- 
port  to  BOll. 


Aright  of 
property  not 
aneaaeme&t. 


Sect.  1. — Natural  Support  to  Land. 

If  every  proprietor  of  land  was  at  liberty  to  dig  and  mine 
at  pleasure  on  his  own  soil,  without  considering  what  efiPect  such 
excavations  must  produce  upon  the  land  of  his  neighbours,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  withdrawal  of  the  lateral  support  would,  in  many 
oases,  cause  the  falling  in  of  the  land  adjoining. 

As  far  as  the  mere  support  to  the  soil  is  concerned,  such  support 
must  have  been  afforded  as  long  as  the  land  itself  has  been  in 
existence ;  and  in  all  those  cases  at  least  in  which  the  owner  of 
land  has  not,  by  buildings  or  otherwise,  increased  the  lateral 
pressure  upon  the  adjoining  soil,  he  has  a  right  to  the  support  of 
it,  as  an  ordinary  right  of  property,  not  as  an  easement,  as  being 
necessarily  and  naturally  attached  to  the  soil.  The  negation  of 
this  principle  would  be  incompatible  with  the  very  security  for 
property,  as  it  is  obvious  that,  if  the  neighbouring  owners  might 
excavate  their  soil  on  every  side  up  to  the  boundary  line  to  an 
indefinite  depth,  land  thus  deprived  of  support  on  all  sides  could 
not  stand  by  its  own  coherence  alone. 
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Althougli  there  [was  for  some  time]  no  direct  decision  in  sup-  n'^^?^^*^^ 
port  of  this  doctrine,  yet  the  leaning  of  the  Courts  appears  to  have  property, 
been  in  its  favour  from  a  very  early  period:  thus,  in  RoUe's 
Abridgment  {a)  it  is  laid  down,  '^  It  seems  that  a  man  who  has 
land  closely  adjoining  my  land,  cannot  dig  his  land  so  near  mine 
that  mine  would  fall  into  his  pit ;  and  an  action  brought  for  such 
an  act  would  lie."  "  It  may  be  true,"  said  Lord  Tenterden,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Wyatt 
V.  Harrison  (6),  "  that  if  my  land  adjoins  that  of  another,  and  I 
have  not,  by  building,  increased  the  weight  upon  my  soil,  and  my 
neighbour  digs  in  his  land,  so  as  to  occasion  mine  to  fall  in,  he  may 
be  liable  to  an  action." 

[This  doctrine  was  treated,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Humphries  v.  Brogden,  as  one  long  settled  by 
the  law  of  England  (c)  ;  and  in  the  last-mentioned  case  it  was 
decided  that  the  like  right  of  support  exists  in  respect  of  the  ad- 
joining soil,  subjacent  as  well  as  adjacent,  so  that  if  the  surface  Sabjaoent 
and  the  subjacent  soil  be  vested  in  different  owners,  the  owner  of  ■^*^' 
the  former  has  the  like  right  as  against  the  latter. 

But  the  obligation  to  support  a  particular  property  only  binds  so  Intenrening 
much  of  the  adjoining  land  as  is  necessary  to  sustain  such  property  ^[^^^3 
in  its  natural  state ;  so  that  no  man  can  sue  for  damages  caused  to 
his  property  by  the  excavation  of  land  not  immediately  adjoining 
it,  if  the  damage  would  not  have  resulted  but  for  the  excavation  of 
the  intervening  land  (d). 

And  the  natural  right  does  not  extend  to  have  the  support  of  Sapport  by 
any  underground  water  which  may  be  in  the  soil,  so  as  to  prevent  ^'^^' 
the  adjoining  owner  from  draining  his  soil,  if  for  any  reason  it 
becomes  necessary  or  convenient  for  him  to  do  so ;  the  presence 
of  the  water  in  the  soil  being  an  accidental  circumstance,  the 
continuance  of  which  the  landowner  has  no  right  to  count  upon  {p)  ; 


{a)  Vol.  2,  664,  Trespass,  Jiistifica- 
tion,  I.  pi.  1.     IVtlde  v.  Minuter  ley, 

(h)  (1832),  3  B.  &  Ad.  876 ;  37  R.  R. 
666. 

{e)  (1848),  12  Q.  B.  739;  76  R.  R. 
402.  See  also  the  judgments  of  Wood, 
V.-C,  in  Sunt  v.  Peahe  (1860),  1  Johns. 
705 ;  29  L.  J.  Ch.  787  ;  and  in  North- 
Eastern  Jtail.  Co.  v.  Elliott  (I860),  2 
De  G.,  F.  &  J.  423 ;  10  H.  L.  C.  333 ; 
IJ.  &  H.  146 ;  HarrU  v.  Byding  (1839), 


6  M.  &  W.  60 ;  Caledonian  Rail.  Co.  v. 
Sprotf  2  M' Queen,  Sc.  Ap.  449  ;  Bonomi 
V.  Baekhou8e{\%b^),  E.  B.  &  E.  655;  9 
H.  L.  C.  603:  Angus  v.  Daltoti  (1878), 
L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  167,  184,  191  ;  Dalton 
V.  Angus  (18:J1),  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  791, 
8J8. 

[d)  Corporation  of  Birmingham  v.  Allen 
(1»77),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  D.  284. 

(«)  Above,  p.  293. 
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Boil  a  right  of 

property. 

Nature  of 
the  right. 


Statutes  of 
Limitation. 


BnildmgB. 


JSasementto 
\et  down  soil. 


[but  this  principle  does  not  apply  to  a  stratum  of  semi-liquid  sUtfJ), 
nor  to  pitch  or  any  other  liquefying  substance  (g). 

These  rights  of  support  are  not  rights  to  have  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  adjacent  or  subjacent  soil  left  in  its  natural  state, 
but  simply  a  right  not  to  have  the  land  injured  by  anything  done, 
however  carefully,  in  the  adjoining  soil  subjacent  or  adjacent  {h). 
Consequently,  until  some  actual  damage  is  caused  to  the  land  by 
the  withdrawal  of  the  adjoining  soil,  no  cause  of  action  arises  0,  atid 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  begin  to  run  (j) ;  and,  where 
there  are  successive  subsidences  arising  from  one  digging,  the 
statute  runs  from  each  subsidence  as  a  separate  cause  of  action  (A*). 

Even  if  the  pressure  upon  the  adjoining  soil  has  been  increased 
by  buildings,  however  modem,  on  the  surface,  still  an  action  will 
lie  if  the  soil  sinks  not  on  account  of  this  additional  pressure,  but 
on  account  of  the  operations  in  the  adjoining  soil,  and  would  have 
sunk  if  there  had  been  no  buildings  thereon  (1). 

This  natural  right  of  support  for  the  soil,  unencumbered  by 
buildings,  is  one  which  prim&  facie  exists  in  all  cases  as  between 
the  owner  of  the  land  and  his  neighbour,  whether  adjacent  or  sub- 
jacent ;  but  that  neighbour  may,  in  some  cases,  enjoy  the  right  to 
work  in  the  adjacent  or  subjacent  soil,  so  as  to  cause  subsidence  (m). 
Such  a  right  is  an  easement  (analogous  to  a  right  of  way),  and 
may  be  created  either  upon  the  original  severance  of  the  land 
between  two  owners  (whether  by  an  ordinary  conveyance  or  by 


(/)  Jordeson  y.  Sutton ^  Soitthcoates  and 
Drypool  Ga»  Co.,  [1899]  2  Ch.  217; 
affirming  the  decision  of  North,  J., 
[1898]  2  Ch.  614. 

{g)  Trinidad  Asphalt  Co.  v.  Ambard, 
[1899]  A.  C.  694. 

(A)  The  light  exists,  however  soft  or 
yielding  may  be  the  supporting  soil 
{Humphries  v.  Brogden  (1848),  12  Q.  B. 
739;  76R.B.  402),  or  the  supported  soil 
(Trinidad  Asphalt  Co.  t.  Ambard,  ubisup. ). 

(i)  West  Leigh  Colliery  Co.  v.  Tunni- 
cliffe  and  Hampson,  Ltd.,  [1908]  A.  G. 
27 ;  reversiiig  the  decision  of  the  C.  A., 
[19061  2  Ch.  22,  and  restoring  that  of 
Swinfen  Eady,  J.,  [1905]  2  Ch.  390. 

(/)  See  judgment  in  Bonomi  v.  Back- 
house {\%b%  E.  B.  &  E.  665  ;  9  H.  L.  C. 
503,  establishing  the  similarity,  in  this 
respect,  of  the  acquired  easement  in 
respect  of  an  ancient  house  to  the 
natural  right  in  respect  of  the  soil  un- 
encumbered. 

{k)  Darley  Main  Colliery  Co.  y.  Mitchell 
(1886),  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas.  127;  over- 
ruling Lamb  v.   Walker  (1878),  L.  R. 


3  Q.  B.  D.  389  ;  Crumbie  v.  WalUend 
Local  Board,  [1891]  I  Q.  B.  503  ;  and 
per  Lord  Blackburn  in  Dalton  r.  Angus 
(1881),  L.R.  6  A.  Cat  p.  803.  HieX.Spoti 
V.  Green  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Exch.  99,  an 
action  on  the  covenants  for  title;  and 
Great  Laxey  Mining  Co.  v.  Clague  (1878), 
L.  R.  4  A.  C.  115,  where  corapenflation 
was  awarded  once  for  all.  It  dees  not 
follow  that  the  person  in  possession  of 
the  land  when  the  subsidence  occurH  is 
liable  for  the  damage :  Greemcell  v.  Low 
Beechbum  Coal  Co.,  [1897]  2  Q.  B.  166 ; 
Hall  V.  Duke  of  Norfolk,  [1900]  2  Ch. 
493.  Cf .  as  to  liability  under  a  covenant 
in  a  lease,  ForUer  v.  Elvert  Colliery  Co. 
(1908),  W.  N.  26.  An  obstruction  to 
ancient  lights  is  a  continuing  wrong : 
JenksY.  Viscount  CTi/i/«i,[1897]  1  Ch.  694. 

(/)  Stroyan  v.  Knowle*,  and  Hamer  v. 
Knotcles  (1861),  6  H.  &  N.  454  ;  HuntY. 
Feake  (1860),  1  Johns.  705 ;  29  L.  J.  Ch. 
785.  As  to  the  measure  of  damages  in 
such  a  case,  see  below,  p.  403,  n. 

(m)  Judgment  in  Bowboiham  y.  Wilson 
(1860),  8H.  L.C.  348. 
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[any  statutory  conveyance,  as  an  enclosure  award),  or  at  any  sub-    EaBement  to 

^  _  •      ^  ^  l6v  dowii  soils 

sequent  penod,  or  may  be  acquired  by  user.  

It  was  said  in  Hilton  v.  Earl  Granville  (/?),that,  "even  if  the  C*^^ 
grant  could  be  produced  in  specie,  reserving  a  right  in  the  lord 
to  deprive  his  grantee  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  thing  granted,  such 
a  clause  must  be  rejected  as  repugnant  and  absurd."  But  this 
dictum  was  overruled  in  Rowbotham  v.  Wilson  (o)  and  Buchanan  v. 
Andrew  (jo),  and  must  be  regarded  as  no  longer  law  (q). 

It  was  in  the  same  case  decided  that  a  right  in  the  mine-owner  Whether  can 
to  let  down  the  surface  without  making  compensation  could  not  be  by^Sr. 
claimed  by  prescription,  being  oppressive  and  destructive  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  grant  of  the  surface.  This  decision  was  based 
on  the  opinion  above  quoted,  that  such  a  right  could  not  be  created 
by  an  express  grant,  and,  unless  it  can  be  supported  on  some  other 
groimd,  would  seem  to  fall  with  it ;  for  any  claim  which  may  be 
lawfully  made  by  grant  may  be  supported  by  proof  of  user  (r). 

Accordingly,  Hilton  v.  JEarl  Granville  has  often  been  treated  as 
overruled  or  shaken  on  this  point  also(«).  But  in  Blackett  v. 
Bradley  (0,  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  sug- 
gested that  "  it  may  be  that,  though  the  parties  may  legally  have 
made  such  a  compact,  it  would  not  be  reasonable  to  presume  that 
they  had  done  so ; "  and  this  distinction  was,  in  Bell  v.  Love  (w), 
adopted  and  approved  by  Baggallay,  L.  J.,  who  thought  Hilton  v. 
Earl  Granville  well  decided.  Perhaps,  if  the  point  should  arise, 
the  rule  of  law  laid  down  in  Hilton  v.  Earl  Granville  (which  was 
decided  on  demurrer)  could  scarely  be  upheld ;  but  the  dictum  of 
Blackburn,  J.,  would  be  of  importance  in  considering  the  effect  of 
the  evidence. 

The  decision  in  Hilton  v.  Earl  Granville,  so  far  as  it  decides  that  Cannot  be 

aoqairedby 
custom. 


(»)  (1845),  6  Q.  B.  701,  at  p.  730 ;  64 
R. R.  604. 

(o)  (1860),  8  H.  L.  C.  348. 

(p)  (1873),  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  So.  286. 

(q)  Per  Lord  Denman  in  Blackett  v. 
Bradley  (1862),  1  B.  &  S.  940,  954; 
per  Lord  Hatherley  in  Duke  of  Biteeleueh 
V.  Wakefield  (1869),  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  377, 
399 ;  per  Lord  Blackbam  in  Dixon  v. 
White  (1883),  L.  R.  8  App.  Gas.  833, 
843 ;  and  per  Baggallay,  L.  J.,  in  Bell y. 
Love  (1883),  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  547,  at 
p.  561 ;  aff.  9  App.  Gas.  286.  Gf.  per 
Watson,  B.,  in  Garlyon  ▼.  Lovering 
(1857),  1  H.  &  N.  at  p.  798 ;  and  Oreat 


Laxey  Mining  Co,  v.  Clagtte  (1878),  L.  R. 
4  App.  Gas.  115.  A  grant  by  a  copy- 
holaer  of  such  a  right  woald  be  waste, 
and  different  considerations  therefore 
apply.  See  Richards  v.  Harper  (1866), 
L.  R.  1  Exoh.  199. 

(r)  Carlyon  v.  Lovering  (1857),  1  H. 
&  N.  784,  797.  Gf.  Eogere  v.  Taylor, 
ibid.  706, 

(«)  E.g.,  by  Lord  Ghelmsford  in  Duke 
of  Buceleuch  v.  Wakefeld  (1870),  L.  R. 
4  H.  L.  at  p.  410. 

(0  (1862),  1  B.  &S.  at  p.  953. 

(tt)  (1883),  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  at 
p.  561 ;  aff.  in  D.  P.  sub  nom.  Love  ▼. 
BeU,  L.  R.  9  App.  Gas,  286. 
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Grant  of 
minerals  not 
enough. 


Easement  to   [a  looal  custom  to  let  down  the  surface  without  maJiing  compensation 
^  is  void  for  unreasonableness,  has  not  been  shaken  {x). 

How  granted.  But,  in  order  to  support  a  right  by  grant  to  let  down  the 
surface,  there  must  be  clear  words  indicating  an  intention  to  confer 
such  a  right,  in  derogation  of  the  ordinary  and  prirn^  facie  right  to 
support,  as  against  the  adjacent  owner  {y). 

The  dicta  reported  in  some  cases,  that  upon  a  mere  grant  of  the 
minerals  with  power  to  win  them,  the  grantee  would  not  be  liable 
for  subsidence  caused  by  working  the  minerals,  cannot  be  recon- 
ciled with  the  authorities  (2) ;  and  the  contrary  has  now  been 
expressly  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords.  In  fewt,  in  all  such 
cases  the  gi'ant  is  taken  to  be  subject  to  the  right  of  support, 
unless  an  intention  to  the  contrary  appears  either  expressly  or  by 
necessary  implication. 

No  distinction  upon  principle  can  be  made  between  cases  where 
the  severance  is  by  an  ordinary  conveyance,  and  where  it  takes  place 
under  the  compulsory  power  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  {e)  ;  but  there 
are  cases  where  the  severance  has  been  effected  under  the  provisions 
of  Railway  and  Canal  Acts,  and  where  such  Acts  have  contained 
express  provisions,  which  have  been  held  to  qualify  the  ordinary 
right  of  support  {d). 

The  question,  whether  the  right  of  support  exists,  appears  to 
depend,  not  upon  whether  the  conveyance  by  which  the  severance 
of  the  lands  is  effected  is  purely  voluntary  or  under  the  provisions 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  but  upon  whether  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  in  the  particular  case  indicate  an  intention  that  the  right 
prim&  facie  existing  in  every  case,  as  between  the  owner  of  land 
and  the  adjoining  owner,  subjacent  or  adjacent,  shall  be  affected. 


Severance 
by  Act  of 
Parliament 


(x)  Cf.  Carlyon  v.  Lovering  (1857),  1 
H.  &  N.  at  p.  799  ;  Marquis  of  Haliabury 
V.  Gladstone  (1861),  9  H.  L.  C.  692; 
Broadhent  v.  IVilkes  (1742),  WiUes,  360, 
iWils.  63;  2Str.  1224. 

(y)  Sco  Smart  v.  Morton  (1855),  6 
E.  &  B.  30;  Roberts  v.  Haines  (1856),  6 
E.  &  B.  643 ;  7  E.  &  B.  625 ;  DugdaUy, 
Robertson  (1857),  3  Kay  &  J.  695  ;  Proud 
V.  Bates  (1865),  11  Jur.,  N.  S.  441  ;  34 
L.  J.  Ch.  406. 

{z)  See  Harris  v.  Ryding  (1839),  5 
M.  &  W.  60 ;  the  judgments  of  liOrd 
Wensleydale,  in  Rowboiham  v.  Wilson 
(1860,  8  H.  L.  C.  360),  and  Lord  Cran- 
worth,  in  Caledonian  Rail,  Co,  y.  Sprot 


(2  M'Q.  So.  Ap.  451);  and  post, 
p.  380,  If. 

(c)  Wood,  V.-C,  in  North-Eastern 
Rail,  Co.  V.  Elliott  (I860),  29  L.  J.  Ch. 
808  :  IJ.  &  H.  145  ;  2  D.  t\  &  J.  423  ; 
10  H.  L.  C.  333. 

{d)  iryrley  Canal  Co.  y.  Bradley  {ISOe), 
7  East,  368  ;  8  R.  R.  642  ;  Dudley  Canal 
Co.  V.  Grazebrook  (1830),  1  B.  &  Ad.  59  ; 
35  R.  R.  212 ;  Stourbridge  Navigation  Co, 
V.  Earl  Dudley  (1860),  3  E.  &  E.  409 ; 
30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  108 ;  Great  Western  Rail, 
Co,  V.  Fletcher  (1860),  6  H.  &  N.  689. 
See  also  the  judgments  in  Caledonian 
Rail,  Co.  V,  Sprot^  ubi  sup. ;  Samey,  Lord 
Belhaven,  3  M<Q.  So.  Ap.  56. 
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[The  general  rules  laid  down  in  the  above  paragraphs  have  been    Easement  to 

illustrated  by  a  large  number  of  decisions,  to  which  it  is  desirable  -^ '- 

to  refer  («). 

Dealing  first  with  the  decisions  on  grants  or  reservations   by  Private  grants 
deed,  or  under  private  or  local  Acts  of  Parliament,  it  appears  that  J^q^^*' 
there  are  but  few  reported  cases  in   which  words  of  grant  or 
reservation  have  been  held  suflSciently  clear  to  negative  the  right 
of  support. 

In  Rowbotham  v.  Wilson  (/),  an  instrument  of  allotment,  which  Cases  in 
awarded  to  different  persons  the  surface  of  certain  lands  and  the  ^*^®"'  ^f  *^® 

^  y  ,  .  easement. 

mmes  beneath  them,  contained  a  declaration  that  the  allottees  of  the  Rnwbotham  v. 
mines  might  hold  and  work  them  without  any  molestation,  denial,  ^♦^<»*- 
or  interruption  by  the  surface  owners,  *'  and  without  being  subject 
or  liable  to  any  action  or  actions  for  damage  on  account  of  working 
and  getting  the  said  mines,  for  or  by  reason  that  the  surface  of  the 
lands  aforesaid  may  be  rendered  uneven  and  less  commodious  to 
the  occupiers  thereof  by  sinking  in  hollows  or  being  otherwise 
defaced  or  injured  where  such  mines  shall  be  worked,"  the  pro- 
prietors having  agreed  to  accept  their  allotments  "  subject  to  any 
inconvenience  or  incumbrance  which  may  arise  from  the  cause 
aforesaid  " ;  it  was  held  that  the  allottees  of  mines  could  let  down 
the  surface. 

In  Duke  of  Bnccleuch  v.  Wakofield  {g)^  a  special  Inclosure  Act,  Duke  of 
under  which  common  lands  were  allotted,  reserved  to  the  lord  of  ^^keZid' 
the  manor  the  mines,  minerals,  and  quarries  upon,  with,  and  under 
the  common  lands,  with  power  to  come  upon  the  common  lands,  to 
search,  bore,  and  dig  for  mines,  minerals,  and  quarries,  to  sink 
shafts  and  open  veins  upon  the  lands,  to  land,  store,  and  take  away 
the  minerals,  to  make  roads,  divert  brooks,  cut  sluices,  sink  and 
drive  pits,  levels,  and  soughs  or  other  necessary  works,  as  the  lord 
should  think  proper,  to  build  workmen's  cottages,  erect  machinery, 
and  generally  to  do  all  things  whatever  for  getting  the  minerals, 
as  if  the  common  lands  had  remained  open  and  uninclosed,  paying 
reasonable  compensation  for  damage  done  by  such  works  as  aforesaid ; 
it  appeared  that  the  soil  was  so  friable  that  the  mines  could  not  be 
worked  at  all  without  destroying  the  surface.  It  was  held  that  the 
lord  might  let  down  the  sui'face  so  as  to  destroy  the  land  above, 
subject  only  to  the  liability  to  pay  compensation  for  damage  done. 

(e)  See  these  cases  collected  and  con-  ( f)  (1860),  8  H.  L.  C.  348. 

ridered  in  a  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  (g)  (1869),  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  377. 

Support,  by  G.  Banks,  1894. 
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Williams  v. 
Bagnall, 


Aspden  v. 
Seddotim 


i^f^^™^"**M  l-"""^  WilHams  Y.  Bagnall  {h)^  a  conveyance  excepted  the  imnes 
and  power  to  work  them  without  entering  on  the  surface  land 
conveyed,  "  and  without  being  answerable  for  any  injury  whatso- 
ever that  shall  or  may  arise  to  the  said  land  and  premises,  or  to 
any  of  the  buildings  which  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  be  erected 
upon  the  said  land  or  any  part  thereof,  by  reason  of  the  working 
or  getting  the  said  excepted  mines  from  under  the  same  premises"; 
and  this  was  held  effectually  to  negative  the  right  of  support. 

In  Aspden  v.  Seddon  (/),  a  grantor  conveyed  away  a  plot  of  land 
upon  which  a  cotton  mill  was  to  be  built,  reserving  to  himself  and 
his  assigns  the  mines  and  the  right  to  win  and  carry  away  the 
minerals,  "  and  to  do  all  things  necessary  for  effectuating  all  or 
any  of  the  aforesaid  purposes,  but  without  entering  upon  the  sur- 
face of  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  so  that  compensation 
in  money  be  made  by  him  or  them  for  all  damage  that  shall  be 
done  to  the  erections  on  the  said  plot  by  the  exercise  of  any  of  the 
said  excepted  liberties  or  in  consequence  thereof."  It  was  held  by 
the  Lords  Justices,  affirming  the  decree  of  Jessel,  M.  R.,  and  dis- 
tinguishing Caledonian  Railtray  v.  Sj^rot  (A-),  that  the  grantor  could, 
under  the  reservation,  let  down  the  surface  so  as  to  destroy  the 
buildings.  Compensation  was  subsequently  awarded  at  law  under 
the  condition  (/). 

In  Gill  V.  Dickinson  (m),  to  a  claim  for  working  mines  under  the 
plaintiff's  land  so  as  to  let  down  the  surface,  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  he  was  the  lessee  of  the  mines  from  the  lord  of  the  manor ; 
that  the  plaintiff's  land  had  been  part  of  the  waste  ;  that  until  the 
passing  of  a  special  Inclosure  Act  the  lord  had  been  accustomed  to 
work  the  mines  without  paying  any  satisfaction  for  injury  caused 
by  such  working ;  and  that  the  Inclosure  Act  had  provided  that 
the  lord,  his  successors  and  assigns,  should  have  the  mines  and  the 
right  of  searching  for,  winning,  and  working  them  "  as  fully  and 
freely  as  he  or  they  might  or  could  have  had  and  enjoyed  the  same 
in  case  the  Act  had  not  been  made,  and  that  without  making  or 
paying  any  satisfaction  for  so  doing."  The  Act  provided  for  the 
compensation  of  the  person  injured  by  the  owners  of  the  other 
allotments.  On  demurrer,  it  was  held  that  the  defence  was 
sufficient,  as,  whether  or  not  the  custom  was  good.(^/),  the  express 


Gill  V. 
DiekinsoMm 


(A)  (1867),  16  W.  R.  272. 
(•)  (1876),  L.  R.  10  Ch.  394. 
(k)  2  Maoq.  449. 


(0  (1876),  L.  R.  1  Exch.  D.  496. 
(«)  (1880),  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  D.  159. 
(n)  AboTe,  p.  375. 
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[enactment  covered  the  case.    Blachett  v.  Bradley  (o),  a  case  decided    Easement  to 

on  the  same  Act,  but  where  the  point  had  not  been  taken,  was  • 

overruled. 

In  Buchanan  v.  Andrew  {p)^  the  appellant  Buchanan  \ibA  Buchanan  \, 
granted  a  feu  of  land  in  Lanarkshire  to  Porteous,  who  had  bound  ^**^^^^' 
himself  to  build  a  house  upon  it.  The  grant  reserved  to  the 
superior  the  minerals  underneath  the  land,  with  a  stipulation  that 
the  superior  "  should  not  be  liable  for  any  damage  that  might  arise 
to  the  surface  land  feued  or  the  buildings  that  might  be  erected 
thereon  from  working  and  carrying  away  the  minerals  under- 
neath." Damage  having  arisen,  the  House  of  Lords  treated  the 
reservation  as  operative,  and  declined  to  restrain  the  superior  from 
working  the  mines. 

In  Consett  Waterxcorks  Co.  v.  Ritson  {q)  it  was  held,  upon  the  Conntt  Water- 
terms  of  a  private  Inolosure  Act,  that  the  lord  of  the  manor  was  ^^^^^'  ^' 
empowered  to  work  mines  under  certain  allotments,  and  so  to  let 
down  the  surface  of  the  land,  without  paying  damages  or  making 
compensation  to  the  allottees. 

Lastly,  in  Bell  v.  JEarl  of  Dudley  (/•),  where  an  Act  for  enclosing  Bsllr.  Earl  of 
waste  lands  reserved  to  the  lord  the  mines  and  minerals,  with  full  ^' 
power  to  work  them  "  without  paying  or  making  any  satisfaction 
to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever  for  the  same  or  the  damage 
to  be  done  thereby,"  and  threw  any  damage  caused  by  working 
the  mines  on  the  allottees  rateably,  including  the  lord,  it  was  held 
that  an  allottee  had  no  right  to  support.  In  this  case  Chitty,  J., 
summarized  the  prior  decisions  as  follows :  "  Where,  as  here,  the 
ownership  of  the  minerals  and  of  the  surface  is  severed,  the  prim& 
facie  inference  is  that  the  owner  of  the  surface  shall  enjoy  the 
surface  allotted,  and  shall  have  the  common  right  of  support  for 
his  tenement.  The  inference  is  strong ;  in  order  to  rebut  it  the 
burden  lies  on  the  owner  of  the  minerals  to  show  affirmatively  and 
by  clear  words  that  he  has  the  right  of  letting  down  the  surface. 


(o)  (1862),  1  B.  &  S.  940;  31  L.J. 
Q.  B.  (}5. 

{p)  (1873),  L.  R.  2  So.  App.  286. 

(q)  (1889),  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  D.  318; 
60  L.  T.  360 ;  53  J.  P.  -613 ;  reversed 
on  appeal,  22  Q.  B.  Diy.  702.  This 
case  is  very  shortly  reported  on  appeal 
in  the  Law  Reports,  and  the  judgments 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  (which  were 
refened  to  bj  the  Court  in  £eU  y.  JEarl 


of  Dudley)  are  given  at  greater  length  in 
a  note  to  Bell  v.  Earl  of  Lttdley,  43 
W.  R.  122.  The  case  was,  however, 
adversely  commented  on  by  Lord  Mac- 
naghten  in  BtUterknowle  Colliery  Co,  v. 
Binhop  Auckland  Induntrial  Co-operative 
Co.,  [1906]  A.  C.  305,  at  p.  314,  and 
must  now  be  considered  of  doubtful 
authority. 

(r)  [1895]   1  Ch.  182.     Cf.  Thompeon 
▼.  MeiHy  W.  N.  (1893),  p,  202, 
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Cases  of 
demide. 


Easement  to    [When  clear  words  are  spoken  of,  it  is  not  meant  that  the  Act  must 

.'  say  in  express  terras  that  the  mineral  owner  may  let  down  the 

surface The  presence  or  absence  of  a  compensation  clause 

is  an  important  element :  the  prima  facie  inference  in  favour  of  the 
surface  owner  is  strengthened  by  the  absence  of  any  provision  for 
compensation ;  the  presence  of  a  limited  compensation  clause  is  not 
of  itself  sufficient  to  rebut  the  inference/' 

To  the  above  decisions  in  favour  of  the  mine-owner  must  be 
added  certain  cases  on  mining  leases,  in  which  the  forms  of  the 
leases  have  been  held  to  release  the  lessee  from  the  common  law 
obligation  to  support  the  superjacent  land  («).  It  was  said  in  one 
of  these  cases  that  '^  the  contract  would  regulate  the  obligationn 
and  the  rights  of  the  parties  "  (t).  But,  if  this  dictum  was  intended 
to  mean  that,  in  the  case  of  a  mining  lease,  there  is  no  presumption 
in  favour  of  the  obligation  to  support  the  surface,  it  cannot  be 
regarded  as  law.  The  law  as  between  lessor  and  lessee  is  the  same 
as  the  law  between  grantor  and  grantee,  except  that,  where  one 
grants  a  lease  reserving  a  royalty,  he  may  have  an  inducement  to 
empower  the  lessee  to  let  down  the  surface  if  the  surface  is  of  less 
value  than  the  minerals.  The  rule  of  law  is  the  same ;  but  the 
presumption  against  the  grant  is  slightly  less  strong  (u). 

In  the  remaining  cases  in  which  the  assistance  of  the  Court  has 
been  asked  in  construing  private  grants  and  reservations  of 
minerals,  and  of  the  right  to  work  them,  the  decision  has  been 
uniformly  in  favour  of  the  common  law  right  of  support  being 
retained.  The  principal  cases  of  this  nature  are: — Harm  v. 
Ryding  (a?),  where  the  grantor  reserved  the  mines  and  minerals, 
with  power  to  come  upon  the  surface,  to  get  and  carry  away  the 
minerals,  and  to  sink  shafts,  "  making  a  fair  compensation  to  T.  P. 
(the  grantee  of  the  surface)  for  the  damage  to  be  done  to  the 
surface  of  the  said  premises  or  the  pasture  and  crops  growing 
thereon";  Smart  v.  jJ/br/o»  (y),  where  the  reservation  was  some- 
what similar,  but  the  grantor  covenanted  to  pay  treble  damages 
for  any  damage  caused  ;  Roberts  v.  HaineB  (z),  where  the  power  to 


Cases  agninst 
the  easement. 


(«)  Taylor  v.  Shafto  (1867).  8  B.  &  S. 
228;  Shafto  v.  Johnson  (1863),  ibid. 
262.  n.;  Smith  v.  Larbtj  {IS7 2),  L.  R. 
7  Q.  B.  716;  Eadon  v.  Jefeock  (1872), 
L.  R.  7  Exch.  379. 

[t)  Per  Cleasby,  B.,  L.  R.  7  Exch. 
388. 

(it)  Davis  v.  Ttehame  (1881),  L.  R.  6 


App.  Cas.  460, 466.  Cf.  per  Je88el,M.R., 
L.  U.  10  Ch.  399,  n.  Dugdalev,  Robert^m 
(1867),  3  K.  &  J.  695,  has  been  doubted, 
but  not  overraled. 

[x)  (1839),  5M.  &  W.  60. 

\y)  (1855),  6E.  &B.  30. 

{z)  (1856),  6  £.  &  B.  643. 
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[work  mines  was  contained  in  an  Inolosore  Act,  which  also  made    Eaisement  to 

l6t  down  Boil 

special  provisions  (which  had  not  been  infringed)  for  the  support       ^ 

of  surface  buildings  by  fixing  certain  limits  within  which  no  thrM^aSwrnt. 

working  should  take  place  at  all;  Allaicay  v.  Wagstaff{a),  where 

the  subsidence  was  held  not  to  be  '^  surface  damage  "  within  the 

meaning  of  the  Act  for  regulating  mining  in  the  Forest  of  Dean ; 

Proud  V.  Bates  (6),  where  the  reservation  was  contained  in  a  lease ; 

Bell  V.  Wilson  (c),  where  the  minerals  reserved  included  freestone, 

which  was  admitted  not  to  be   commonly  got  by  underground 

working;    Hext  v.   Gill  {d),  where   the  reservation   extended  to 

china  clay,  which  could  not  be  got  without  destroying  the  surface ; 

BenfieUhide  Local  Board  v.  Comeit  Iron  Co.  (e),  where  words  in 

themselves  wide  were  held  to  be  qualified  by  an  express  grant  to 

the  public  of  a  right  inconsistent  with  the  destruction  of  the 

surface;  JDatis  y.  Treharne  {f),^heTQ  the  grant  relied  upon  was 

contained  in  a  mining  lease,  which  authorized  the  lessee  to  work 

the  mines  "  in  the  usual  and  most  approved  way  in  which  the  same 

was  performed  in  other  works  of  the  like  kind  in  the  county,"  and 

provided  for  compensation  for  "  damage  or  injury  to  the  surface  " ; 

Mundy  v.  Duke  of  Rutland  [g)^  where  the  reservation,  being  vague, 

was  not  permitted  to  operate  in  the  grantor's  favour;  Chapman 

V.  Ddy  (A),  where  full  compensation  was  provided  for  "loss  or 

injury  ....  by  reason  of  the  working  of  the  minerals  " ;  Dixon 

v.   White  («),  where  a  lessee  of  "  the  whole  coal "  under  certain 

lands  was  empowered  to  work  and  win  it,  but  not  to  "  break  the 

surface "  of  the  land,  and  the  lease  stipulated  that  he  should 

indemnify  the  lessor  for  the  "  whole  damage  and  injury  occasioned 

by  the  aforesaid  operations  "  ;  Love  v.  Bell  (A),  where  an  Inclosure 

Act  provided  that  the  lords  of  the  manor  should  hold  and  enjoy 

all  mines,  &c.  "  in  as  full,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  manner  to  all 

intents  and  purposes  "  as  if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed,  and  that 

the  mine-owner  should  make  satisfaction  (not  to  exceed  6/.  per  acre 

per  year)  for  "  damages  and  spoil  of  ground  "  occasioned  by  his 

working  to  the  person  in  possession  of  the  surface ;  London  and 


I 


a)  (1859),  4  H.  &  N.  681.  [1897]  2  Q.  B.  165. 

>)  (1865),  34  L.  J.  Ch  406.  (^)  (i882),  L.  R.  23  Ch.  Di7.  81 . 

[e)  (1866j,   L.   R.    1   Ch.   303;   dist.  //  .,„„„(    .7  t    m   -^a 

AtL^Gen,  v.  Welsh  Granite  Co.  (1887),  35  ^  (1883),  47  L.  T.  705. 

W.  R.  617.  W  (1S83),  L.  R.  8  App.  Cas.  833. 

(rf)  (1872),  L.  R.  7  Ch.  699.  {k)  (1884),  L.  R.  9  App.  Cas.  288.  Cf. 

(e)  (1877),  L.  R.  3  Exch.  D.  54.  Twyerould  v.  Chamber  Colliery  Co.,  W.  K. 

(/)  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App.  Caa.  4C0.  (1892),  p.  27  ;  affd.  in  H.  L.,  but  not 

Cf.  Ch'eenwell  y.  L<tw  Beechbum  Coal  Co.,  reported. 


382  PARTICULAR  EASEMENTS. 

Ea^mentto    ^North-Western  Rail.  Co,  v.  Evam(J),  where  an  Act  authorizing 

; — '-  the  undertakers  to  maintain  the  navigation  of  a  brook  did  not 

threMement.  ©xprossly  refer  to  minerals ;  Great  Western  RaiL  Co,  v.  Cefn  Cnhbicr 
Brick  Co.  («i),  where  a  conveyance  of  land  for  a  horse-tramway 
reserved  the  adjacent  mines  with  power  to  work  them,  but  not  so 
as  to  injure  the  tramway ;  New  Sharhton  Collieries  Co,y  Ltd.v.  Earl 
of  Westmoreland  (n),  where  the  grantee  covenanted  to  make 
satisfaction  to  be  assessed  as  therein  mentioned  for  the  spoil  or 
damage  or  injury  done;  Olamorganshire  Canal  Navigation  Co,  v. 
Nixon^s  Navigation  Co.,  Ltd,  (6),  where  a  canal  company  having 
under  statutory  authority  acquired  lands,  paying  compensation  in 
accordance  with  their  Act,  it  was  held  that  the  owners  of  the  sub- 
jacent and  adjacent  land  were  entitled  to  work  and  win  coal  only  in 
so  far  as  it  could  be  done  without  injuring  the  support  of  the  canal ; 
Clippens  Oil  Co,,  Ltd,  v.  Edinburgh  and  District  Water  Trustees  (/?),  a 
case  of  support  to  a  water  pipe  laid  under  statutory  authority,  the 
uninterrupted  enjoyment  for  nearly  eighty  years  being  held  to 
raise  a  presumption  that  whatever  was  necessary  to  obtain  the 
right  to  support  for  the  pipe  had  been  done  ;  Butterknowle  Colliery 
Co.,  Ltd,  V.  Bishop  Auckland  Industrial  Co-operative  Co.,  Ltd,  {q), 
where  an  Inclosure  Act  empowered  the  lords  of  the  manor  to 
work  the  mines  and  minerals  under  the  allotments  as  fully  and 
freely  as  they  might  or  could  have  done  if  the  Act  had  not  been 
passed,  "  and  that  without  making  or  paying  any  satisfaction  for 
so  doing  " ;  and  contained  a  compensation  clause  providing  that" 
any  damage  done  to  an  allottee  by  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
reserved  to  the  lords  should  be  paid  for  by  an  assessment  upon  the 
occupiers  of  the  other  allotments ;  and  Mamhester  Corporation  v. 
New  Moss  Collieiy,  Ltd,  (r),  where  it  was  held  that  sect.  23  of  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847,  which  gives  to  the  owner  of 
minerals  under  lands  adjacent  to  a  reservoir  the  right  to  work 
such  mines,  after  notice  duly  given  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act,  does  not  take  away  the  common  law  right  to  support  in 
respect  of  the  land  upon  which  the  reservoir  is  situate. 
Result  of  the  As  a  result  of  these  authorities,  it  may  now  be  token  as 
on  es.      „  perfectly  settled  ground  that  as  of  common  right  the  surface 

(l)  [1893]  1  Ch.  16.  (o)  (1901),  85  L.  T.  63. 

(w)  [1894]  2  Ch.  167.  (p)  [1904]  A.  0.  64. 

(ft)  (1900),  82  L.  T.  725;    [1904]  2  {q)  [1906]  A.  C.  306;  affirminj?  the 

Ch.  443,  n.  ;  afiBrming  the  dedsion  of  deciaions  of  Farwell,  J.,  and  the  C.  A., 

North,  J.,  79  L.  T.  716,  and  the  C.  A.,  [1904]  2  Ch.  419. 
80  L.  T.  846.  (r)  {1906]  2  Ch.  664. 
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[land  has  a  right  to  be  supported  by  subjacent  strata  of  minerals.    Easement  to 

Although  that  is  of  common  right,  it  may  be  shown, — the  burden 

lying  on  those  who  wish  to  show  it, — that  the  person  who  has 
got  the  surface  obtained  it  either  upon  terms  which  would  give 
him  no  right  to  support,  he  having  accepted  it  and  taken  it  upon 
those  terms,  or  that,  before  he  got  it,  "the  person  from  whom  he 
claims,  the  owner  of  the  surface,  had  parted  with  the  right  of 
support  from  below ''  («). 

The  principle  that  an  owner  cannot  derogate  from  his  grant 
was  thought  to  create  a  presumption  in  every  case  against  the 
grantor  and  in  favour  of  the  grantee  (/) ;  but  the  question  is  now 
reduced  to  one  of  construction  (w). 

The  provision  of  compensation  for  damage  may  sometimes 
affect  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  favour  of  the  right  to  let  down 
the  surface  (a?),  and  the  wording  of  such  a  provision  may  even 
operate  so  as  to  extend  the  powers  reserved  (y).  But  it  must  be 
remembered  that  compensation  may  sometimes  be  made  payable 
for  acts  which  are  forbidden ;  it  may  be  intended  as  a  collateral 
remedy,  not  for  the  use  of  the  powers  intended  to  be  conferred  (c), 
but  for  their  abuse  {a). 

Certain  Acts    contain  express  provisions   as    to  working  the  Power  to 
minerals  under  or  near  to  lands  purchased  for  the  construction  of  ^notice*^ 
railways  or  other  statutory  undertakings,  and  these  of  course  stand 
upon  a  footing  apart  from  the  ordinary  law  (6). 

'    Thus,  by  the  Eailways  Clauses  Act,  1845,  it  is  provided  (c)  that  Railway  Acta. 
a  railway  company  shall  not  in  the  first  instance  (d)  be  entitled  to 
the  mines  and  minerals  {e)  under  the  land  purchased  by  them ; 


'  («)  Per  Lord  Blaokbum  in  Davis  y. 
Trehame  (1881],  L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  466. 
As  to  notice  oi  the  covenant  or  release 
of  the  right,  see  Richards  v.  Harper 
(1866),  L.  R.  1  Exch.  199;  and  Row- 
botham  Y,  Wilson  (1860),  8  H.  L.  G.  348. 

(t)  Frond  V.  BaUs^  ubi  sup.  Gf. 
Mundy  v.  Duke  of  Rutland^  ubi  sup. 

(u)  Per  Lord  Blaokbum  in  Dixon  y. 
TFhite  (1883),  L.  R.  8  App.  Gas.  p.  843. 

(x)  Per  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Aspdtn  y. 
Seddon  (1875),  L.  R.  10  Gh.  396,  n. ; 
and  per  Ghitty,  J.,  in  Bell  y.  Earl  of 
Dudley,  [1895]  1  Gh.  186  ;  and  see  Barr 
Y.Baird\l90i),  6F.  624  ;  Mews'  Digest, 
ool.  255. 

(y)  Aspden  y.  Seddon  (1875),  L.  R. 
10  Gh.  394.  Gf.  per  Lord  Watson  in 
Lovey,  Bell  (1884),  L.  R.  9  App.  Gas. 
at   p.    299;    and   Att,-Oen.    y.    Welsh 


Granite  Co.  (1887),  35  W.  R.  617. 
(e)  Aspden  v.  Seddon,  ubi  sap. 

(a)  Dixon  y.  White,  ubi  sup. 

(b)  Per  Lord  Granworth  in  Midland 
Rail.  Co.  y.  Robinson  (1889),  L.  R.  15 
A.  G.  19.  As  to  the  support  of  sewers, 
&c.  carried  through  land  not  purchased 
by  the  undertakers,  see  aboye,  p.  114,  n. 

{c)  Sects.  77  to  86. 

(rf)  I.e.,  unless  they  expressly  pur- 
chase the  mines.  Errington  y.  MetrO' 
politan  District  Rail.  Co.  (1881),  L.  R.  19 
Gh.  Div.  669. 

(e)  As  to  what  are  "  mines  and 
minei-als,"  see  Bell  y.  Wilson  (1866). 
L.  R.  1  Gh.  303  (freestone)  ;  Midland 
Rail.  Co.  y.  Cheekley  (1867),  L.R.4  Eq.  19 
(stone) ;  Hext  y.  Gill  (1872),  L.  R.  6  Gh. 
699  (china  clay) :  Midland  Rail.  Co.  v.- 
Haunchcood  Brick  and  Tile  Co.  (1882), 
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nf^°^^'^*^*M    t^^^  before  working  (/)  any  mines  or  minerals  lying  under  the 
— railway  or  the  works  connected  therewith  or  within  the  prescribed 

Power  to  • 

work  mines  distance  (forty  yards  unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  company's 
on  notice,  special  Act)  therefrom,  the  owner  or  occupier  must  give  to  the 
company  notice  of  his  intention  so  to  do,  and  thereupon  the 
company  may  give  a  counter-notice  to  the  effect  that  they  are 
willing  to  make  compensation  {g)  for  the  mines,  or  on  default  for 
thirty  days  in  giving  such  counter- notice  the  owner  may  work  the 
mines  in  a  proper  and  usual  manner  as  provided  by  the  Act. 
Under  this  statute  it  has  been  held  that,  when  notice  has  been 
duly  given  of  an  intention  to  work  the  mines  and  the  company 
have  elected  not  to  pay  compensation  for  them,  the  owner  (though 
himself  the  vendor  of  the  surface  to  the  company)  may  work  all 
minerals  within  the  prescribed  distance  without  leaving  support 
for  the  railway  (A),  but  subject  to  the  common  law  rights  of  the 
railway  company,  that  is  to  say,  the  right  to  support  for  the 
surface  unburdened  by  the  greater  weight  imposed  thereon  by 
the  railway  (e).     But  when  compensation  has  been  tendered,  the 


L.  R.  20  Ch.  D.  662  (clay) ;  Att.-Gen.  v. 
WeUh  Granite  Co,  (1887),  36  W.  R.  617 
(g'ranite) ;  Lord  Provost  and  Magistrates  of 
Glasgow  v.  Farie  (1888),  L.  R.  13  A.  0. 
657  (clay)  ;  Earl  of  Jersey  v.  Xeath  Poor 
Law  6^wion  (1889),  X.  R.  22  Q.  B.  Div. 
666  (brick  earth  and  clay) :  Midland 
Hail.  Co.  y.  Robinson  (1889),  L.  R.  16 
A.  G.  19  (limestone) ;  Ruabon  Brick  and 
Terra  Cotta  Co.  v.  Great  Western  Rail.  Co.^ 
[1893]  1  Ch.  427  (clay) ;  Great  Western 
Mail.  Co.  V.  Blaries,  [1901]  2  Ch.  624; 
In  re  Todd^  BirleUon  ^  Co.  and  the  Xorth- 
Ea^tem  Rail.  Co.,  [1903]  1  K.  B.  603 ; 
North  British  Railicay  v.  Turners^  Ltd. 
(1906),  6  F.  900 ;  Mews'  Digest,  col.  257 
^clay  held  not  a  mineral).  As  to  sub- 
stances other  than  *'  mines  and 
minerals,"  it  seems  that  the  company 
'would  have  the  ordinary  rights  of  a 
private  owner  (above,  p.  376). 

(/)  There  must  be  a  bonft  fide  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  work 
the  minerals  by  himself,  his  lessees  or 
licensees.  Midland  Rail.  Co.  v.  Robinson^ 
ubi  sup. 

{ff)  The  compensation  is  ascertained 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act.  Reg.  v. 
London  and  North- Western  Rail.  Co.^ 
[1894]  2  Q.  B.  512.  As  to  the  right  of 
a  life  tenant  in  respect  of  the  com- 
pensation money,  Fee  In  re  Barrington 
(1886),  L.  R.  33  Ch.  D.  623;  In  re 
Robinson's  Settlement  Trusts,  [1891]  3  Ch. 


129.  As  to  taking  into  consideration 
a  subsequent  rise  in  the  price  of  coal, 
see  Bwl/fa  and  Merthyr  Dare  Steam 
Collieries  (1891),  Ltd.  v.  The  Potitypridd 
Waterworks  Co.,  [1903]  A.  C.  426;  and, 
generally,  as  to  the  principle  applicable 
in  assessing  the  compensation,  James 
Joicey  ^  Co.,  Ltd.  v.  The  North- Easttm 
Rail.  Co.,  [1906]  1  K.  B.  195  ;  reversed 
by  C.  A.,  ri9u7]  1  K.  B.  402,  but 
restored  by  House  of  Lords  sub  nom. 
Edefi  v.  North- Eastern  Rail.  Co.,  [1907] 
A.  C.  400.  As  to  interest  upon  com- 
pensation money  between  date  of  notice 
and  award,  Fletcher  v.  Lancashire  and 
Yorkshire  Rail.  Co.,  [1902]  1  Ch.  901 
(interest  allowed  under  provisions  of  a 
private  Act)  ;  In  re  Richard  and  the 
Great  Western  Rail.  Co.,  [190d]l  K.  B. 
68  (interest  disallowed  under  Railways 
Clauses  Act,  1845). 

(A)  Great  Western  Rail.  Co.  v.  Fletcher 
(1860),  6  H.  &  N.  689  ;  Great  Western 
Rail.  Co.  V.  Bennett  (1867),  L.  R.  2 
H.  L.  27 ;  Pountney  v.  Clayton  (1883), 
L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div.  820  (a  case  of 
superfluous  land,  as  to  which  see  Banks 
on  Support,  pp.  109,  146) ;  Ruabon 
Brick  and  Tetra  Cotta  Co,  v.  Great 
Western  Rail.  Co.,  [1893]  1  Ch.  427  (a 
case  of  open  workings). 

(i)  Manchester  Corporation  v.  New  Moss 
Colliery,  Ltd.,  [1906]  2  Ch.  664. 
This  case  was  decided  under  the  Water* 
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Easement  to 
let  down  soil. 


Power  to 

work  mines 

on  notice. 


[working  will  be  restrained  by  injunction  (k)  ;  and  the  company 
are  not  bound  to  give  the  counter-notice  not  to  work  the  mines 
within  the  thirty  days,  but  may  at  any  time  stop  the  working  on 
the  tenns  of  paying  compensation  for  the  minerals  then  remaining 
unworked  (/). 

When  a  Canal  Company's  Act  contains  similar  provisions,  the  Canal  Acts 
like  principles  of  course  apply  (m) ;  and  in  a  case  (n)  where  the 
Act  provided  that,  on  the  canal  company's  failure  to  purchase 
after  due  notice,  the  owner  might  work  the  mines,  and  it  was 
provided  that  "in  working  such  mines  no  injury  be  done  to  the 
said  navigation,"  it  was  held  that  the  proviso  must  be  construed 
as  referring  to  extraordinary  or  unnecessary  damage,  and  not  as 
cutting  down  the  power  to  work  the  mines  in  the  usual  course. 
But  where  the  Act  contained  no  clause  requiring  the  mine-owner 
to  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  work  the  mines  or  enabling  him 
to  work  them  on  the  failure  of  the  company  to  pay  compensation, 
it  was  held  that  the  Dudley  Canal  case  did  not  apply,  that  a 
proviso  agjiinst  working  the  mines  so  as  to  "  injure,  prejudice,  or 
obstruct  the  canal"  must  be  construed  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
those  words,  and  that  the  mine- owner's  right  was  to  com- 
pensation {o). 

Somewhat  similar  questions  may  arise  under  the  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act,  1847  (p),  the  Highways  and  Locomotives  (Amend- 


works  Clauses  Act,  1847,  bat  sects.  18 — 
27  of  that  Act  are  to  the  same  effect  as 
the  sections  under  considcrdtion. 

(X-)  S/nith  V.  Great  Wtstern  Rail.  Co. 
(1877).  L.  R.  3  A.  C.  166 

(/)  D'xon  V.  Caledonian  and  Glasgow 
and  South- Weatern  Hail.  Cos,  (1880), 
L.  R.  6  A.  C.  820.  As  to  the  ri^ht  to 
tunnel  under  the  railway,  see  Midland 
Rail.  Co.  V.  Miles  (1885),  L.  R.  30 
Ch.  D.  634  ;  (1886),  L.  R.  33  Oh.  D.  632. 
And  as  to  claims  for  prospective  injurj 
to  mines  not  taken,  nee  Uolliday  y. 
Mayor,  ^c.  of  Wakefield,  [1891]  A.  C.  81 ; 
Jte  Lord  Gerard  and  London  and  North- 
Western  Rail.  Co.,  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  469. 

(w)  Wwly  Canal  Co.  v.  Bradley  (1806), 
7Ed8t,  368;  8  R.  R.  642. 

(«)  Dudley  Canal  Navigation  Co.  v. 
Grazebrook  (1830),  I  B.  &  Ad.  69  ;  36 
R.  R.  212.  Cf.  Stourbridge  Nangation 
Co.  V.  Earl  Dudleif  (1860),  3  E.  &  E. 
409 ;  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1U&. 

(o)  Knowles  %  Sons  y.  Lancashire  and 

G. 


Yorkshire  Rail.  Co.  (1889),  L.  R.  14  A.  0. 
218;  Glamorganshire  Canal  Co.  y.  Nixon* s 
Navigation  Co.  (1901),  8.)  L.  T.  63 ;  cf. 
Cromford  Canal  Co,  v.  Cults  (1848),  6 
Railw.  Gas.  442.  Diat.  Chamber  Col- 
liery Co.  V.  Rochdale  Canal  Co.,  [1895] 
A.  C.  664,  and  New  Moss  Colliery  Co.  v. 
Manchester,  Sheffield,  and  Lincolnshire 
Rail.  Co.,  [1897]  1  Ch.  725,  in  which 
cases  the  Act  contained  no  prohibition 
against  working  the  adjacent  mines  so  as 
to  injure  the  canal.  In  Midland  Rail.  Co, 
V.  Checkley  (1867),  L.  R.  4  Eq.  19,  com- 
pensation was  allowed  in  respect  of 
mines  beyond  the  prescribed  distance  ; 
but  possibly  this  was  considered  to  be 
payable  under  sect.  60  of  the  Act. 

[p)  Sects.  18  ty  27  ;  Hollidiy  v.  Mayor, 
^c.  of  Wakefield,  [l891]  A.  C.  81.  Cf. 
Consett  Waterirorks  Co.  v.  Ritson  (1889), 
L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  D.  3  L8;  reversed  onanother 
point,  ibid.  702,  above,  p.  379 ;  Man' 
Chester  Corporation  v.  New  Moss  Collieiy, 
Ltd.,  [1906]  2  Ch.  66. 

25 
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let  down  soil. 

CiTillaw. 


CodeOiTi]. 


PSudossns. 


[ment)  Act,  1878  (q),  and  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875  (Support 
of  Sewers),  Amendment  Act,  1883  (r).] 

By  the  civil  law,  this  right  of  support  from  the  neighbouring 
soil  was  recognized  in  the  restrictions  it  imposed  upon  the  doing 
such  acts  as  would  naturally  have  the  effect  of  withdrawing  such 
support :  ''  If  a  man  dig  a  sepulchre,  or  a  ditch,  he  shall  leave 
(between  it  and  his  neighbour's  land)  a  space  equal  to  its  depth ; 
if  he  dig  a  well,  he  shall  leave  the  space  of  a  fathom  "  (s). 

A  similar  enactment  has  been  introduced  into  the  French  law  {t), 
"  Whoever  digs  a  well  or  ditch  near  a  wall,  whether  party  or  other- 
wise, whoever  wishes  to  build  against  (such  wall)  a  chimney,  forge, 
or  oven,  to  erect  a  stable  against  it,  or  establish  a  magazine  of  salt, 
or  any  corrosive  materials,  must  leave  the  interval  prescribed  by 
law  and  custom  in  this  respect,  or  construct  the  works  prescribed 
by  law  to  prevent  injury  to  his  neighbour."  In  commenting  upon 
this  article  of  the  Code,  a  learned  French  author  says,  '*  It  appears 
to  me,  that  the  principle  of  this  Article  of  the  Code  (674)  should 
be  extended  to  numerous  other  cases,  which  will  undoubtedly  be 
settled  by  particular  enactments  of  the  rural  laws,  and  which,  until 
such  laws  are  made,  should  be  decided  in  conformity  with  local 
usages  ;  or,  if  they  are  silent,  with  the  precepts  of  equity.  Thus, 
if  an  individual  makes  a  fish-pond  or  lake  on  his  own  property,  he 
ought  to  leave  a  sufficient  extent  of  land  to  separate  it  from  his 
neighbour  who  has  already  a  similar  reservoir."  "  By  parity  of 
reasoning,  the  owner  of  land  who  is  desirous  of  quarrying  on  his 
own  property  for  stone  or  sand,  or  similar  materials,  must  not  open 
the  earth  at  the  extreme  point  which  separates  his  land  from  that 
of  his  neighbour,  and  continue  to  excavate  perpendicularly,  because 
his  neighbour's  land,  thus  deprived  of  support,  would  be  in  danger 
of  falling  in  (^boulement)  "  (w). 


{q)  Sect.  27;  Att.-Gen.  t.  Conduit 
CoUiery  Co.,  [1895]  I  Q.  B.,  at  pp.  808, 
313. 

(r)  Jary  v.  BamaUy  Corporation ,  [1907] 
2  Ch.  600.  See  further  npon  the  sub- 
ject of  this  paragnraph,  above,  p.  113, 
note  is). 

(i)  8i  quis  sepem  ad  alienom  pre- 
dium  fizerit  infoderitque  terminum  ne 


exoedito :  si  maceriam,  pedem  relin- 
quito ;  si  yero  domum,  pedes  duos ;  si 
sepulchrum  aut  scobem  fuderit,  quan- 
tum profunditatis  habuerint,  tantum 
spatii  relinquito ;  si  puteum,  paasCls 
latitudinem. — Dig.  10,  1,  13,  fin.  reg. 

U)  Code  CivU,  Art.  674. 

(m)  Pardessus,  Traits  des  Senntudea, 
302. 
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Sect,  2. — Support  to  Buildings  from  adjacent  Land, 

Where,  however,  anything  has  heen  done  to  increase  the  lateral  Superincum- 
pressure,  as  where  buildings  have  been  erected,  it  appears  to  be  not  enthled 
clearly  settled  that  no  man  has  a  riffht  to  such  increased  support  ^7  *^®  ^^' 
unless  the  building,  or  other  thing  which  makes  it  necessary,  is  of  support, 
ancient  erection.     This  was  laid  down  in  a  very  early  case.     "  If 
A.  is  seised  in  fee  of  copyhold  land  closely  adjoining  the  land  of  B.,  Wilde  v. 
and  A.  erect  a  new  house  upon  his  copyhold  land,  and  any  part  of     *"'^^'^  *^' 
his  house  is  erected  on  the  con6nes  of  his  land  adjoining  the  land 
of  B.,  if  B.  afterwards  dig  his  land  so  near  to  the  foundation  of 
the  house  of  A.,  but  not  in  the  land  of  A.,  that  by  it  the  founda- 
tion of  the  messuage,  and  the  messuage  itself,  fall  into  the  pit,  still 
no  action  lies  by  A.  against  B.,  inasmuch  as  it  was  the  fault  of  A. 
himself  that  he  built  his  house  so  near  the  land  of  B.,  for  he  cannot 
by  his  (own)  act  prevent  B.  from  making  the  best  use  of  his  land 
that  he  can  "  {x). 

In  Wi/att  V.  Harrison  (y),  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintifE  JFyatt  v. 
was  posseBsed  of  a  certain  dwelling-house-that  the  defendant,  in  ^''"^- 
rebuilding  his  dwelling-house  adjoining,  dug  so  negligently,  care- 
lessly, and  improperly  into  the  soil  and  foundation  of  his  own 
dwelling-house,  and  so  near  the  soil  and  foundation  of  the  said 
dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  that  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff's 
wall  gave  way  and  was  damaged.  To  so  much  of  this  declaration 
as  ''  related  to  the  defendant's  digging  into  the  soil  and  foundation 
of  the  said  dwelling-house  of  him  the  defendant,  so  near  to  the  soil 
and  foundation  of  the  said  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintifE,  that  by 
reason  thereof,"  &c.,  the  defendant  demurred  generally.  Lord 
Tenterden,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  after  time 
taken  to  consider,  said :  '^  The  question  reduces  itself  to  this, 
whether,  if  a  person  builds  to  the  utmost  extremity  of  his  own  land, 
and  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  digs  the  ground  there  so  as  to 
remove  some  part  of  the  soil  which  formed  the  support  of  the 
building  so  erected,  an  action  lies  for  the  injury  thereby  occasioned  ? 
Whatever  the  law  might  be  if  the  damage  complained  of  were  in 
respect  of  an  ancient  messuage  possessed  by  the  plaintiff  at  the 
extremity  of  his  own  land,  which  circumstance  of  antiquity  might 


{x)  Wilds   V.    MinsterUy    (1640),    2  (y)  (1832),  3  B.  &  Ad.  871 ;  37  R.  R. 

Eolle's  Abr.  664 ,  TreBpasa,  JoBtification,       666 . 
J.  pi.  1. 
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Buildings  not 

entitled  by 

the  common 

lawto  support. 

TFyatt  v. 
Sarrison, 


Slingahy  y. 
Barnard, 


Partridge  v. 
Seott, 


imply  the  consent  of  the  adjoining  proprietor  at  a  fonner  time  to 
the  erection  of  a  building  in  that  situation,  it  is  enough  to  say  in 
this  case  tliat  the  building  is  not  alleged  to  be  ancient,  but  may,  as 
far  as  appears  from  the  declaration,  have  been  recently  erected; 
and  if  so,  then  according  to  the  authorities,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  recover.  It  may  be  true,  that  if  my  land  adjoins  that 
of  another,  and  I  have  not  by  building  increased  the  weight  upon 
my  soil,  and  my  neighbour  digs  in  his  land  so  as  to  occasion  mine 
to  fall  in,  he  may  be  liable  to  an  action ;  but  if  I  have  laid  an 
additional  weight  upon  my  land,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  is  to  be 
deprived  of  the  right  of  digging  his  own  ground  because  mine  will 
then  become  incapable  of  supporting  the  artificial  weight  which  I 
have  laid  upon  it.  And  this  is  consistent  with  2  EoUe,  Ab.  (z). 
The  judgment  will  therefore  be  for  the  defendant  "  («). 

In  the  case  of  Slingshy  v.  Barnard  {h)^  the  action  was  brought, 
not  for  the  withdrawal  of  support  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  which 
was  stated  in  the  declaration  "to  be  a  modern  house,  but  for 
digging  so  near  to  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  house  that  the 
defendants  undermined  his  house  (undermine  son  mesa),  by  reason 
whereof  one-half  of  the  said  house  fell  into  the  said  pit  so  dug  by 
defendant  Hall."  In  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  which 
was  made  upon  entirely  different  grounds,  and  refused  by  the 
Court,  there  is  no  allusion  to  any  claim  of  support. 

This  principle  was  fully  recognized  and  acted  upon  in  the  later 
and  very  important  case  of  Partridge  v.  Scott  (c).  The  action  was 
brought  for  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversion  by  defendants 
"  undermining  their  own  land,  wrongfully,  carelessly,  negligently, 
and  improperly,  and  without  supporting  or  propping  up  the  same," 
and  removing  the  minerals,  to  the  support  of  which  mines  and 
minerals  for  his  premises  the  plaintiff  was  entitled;  by  reason 
whereof,  and  by  the  carelessness  and  improper  conduct  of  the 
defendants,  the  foimdation  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  was  injured, 
the  groimd  gave  way,  and  the  walls  and  houses  were  damaged. 
The  second  count  was  similar,  referring  to  an  injury  to  another 
messuage.     The  defendants  pleaded,  denying  the  plaintiff's  right 


(«)  Trespass,  J.  pi.  1. 

(a)  In  Stnith  v.  Martin,  2  Saund.  394 
(dted  in  argument),  the  declaration 
was  similar  to  the  one  in  this  case,  con- 
taining no  allegation  that  the  house  of 
the  plaintiit'  was  an  ancient  one ;  but 
no  point  on  the  law  of  easements  was 


raised.  See  in  Xan^/or^  v.  ^oo^(1844), 
7  M.  &  G.  625,  a  count  for  withdrawing 
support  from  an  ancient  house. 

(b)  1  Rolle,  Rep.  430  ;  [hoo  L.  R.  6 
App.  Ca3.  at  p.  742,  per  Fullock,  B.] 

(c)  (1838),  a  M.  &  W.  220;  49  R.  R. 
678. 
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to  support,  as  claimed  in  the  declaration.     The  jury  found  for  the  Bufldinga  not 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  case.     After  stating  the  pleadings,  the  case    the  common 
proceeded  as  follows :— « The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  l^wtoBupport. 
possessed  of  a  certain  dwelling-house  and  premises,  partly  erected    ^^^^^^^' 
upon  excavated  land  within  four  years  before  the  injui-y  complained 
of,  being  the  house  and  premises  to  which  the  second  count  in  the 
declaration  referred,  and  of  other  houses,  land,  and  premises,  the 
buildings  of  which  have  been  erected  about  thirty  years  before,  and 
which  are  those  included  in  the  first  count. 

"  They  also  found  that  the  defendants  excavated  so  near  their 
own  boundary  (the  direction  of  which  boundary  was  east  and  west) 
the  mines  belonging  to  themselves,  as  to  cause  damage  thereby  to 
all  the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  to  cause  the  adjoining  land  of  the 
plaintiff,  not  covered  with  buildings,  to  sink  also.  The  defendants 
began  to  work  their  mines  after  the  new  house  and  buildings  of 
the  plaintiff  had  been  finished.  They  sunk  their  shaft  or  pit  about 
one  hundred  yards  from  the  plaintiff's  premises  on  the  south  side 
thereof,  and  worked  the  coal  northward  towards  those  premises. 

"The  jury  also  found  that,  in  order  to  have  prevented  any 
injury  from  the  defendants'  works  to  the  plaintiff's  premises,  a  rib 
of  coal  ought  to  have  been  left  between  those  parts  of  the  substrata 
over  which  the  plaintiff's  buildings  and  premises  were  situated  and 
the  works  of  the  defendants,  at  least  twenty  yards  in  thickness ; 
that  the  defendants  worked  their  mines,  leaving  a  rib  of  coal  in 
these  places  of  less  than  ten  yards  in  thickness,  and  that  they  were 
aware  that  the  coal  had  been  worked  out  some  years  before  on  the 
north  or  plaintiff's  side  of  their  boundary,  where  the  boundary 
joined  the  plaintiff's  premises;  that  in  so  doing  the  defendants 
were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  leaving  a  rib  of  suflBcient  thick- 
ness, if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  support  from  the  defendants' 
land  and  substrata.  The  Court  are  to  be  at  libeiiy  to  draw  any 
reasonable  conclusion  which  the  jury  might  have  drawn. 

"  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether,  under 
the  above  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover ;  and,  if 
he  is,  then  whether  he  is  entitled  to  damages  for  the  old  houses 
and  land  alone,  or  for  the  more  recent  erections  also  ?  "  The  case 
having  be'en  argued,  the  Court  took  time  to  consider :  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  was  delivered  by  Alderson,  B. : — 

"  The  two  questions  in  this  case  are  of  considerable  importance. 
The  facts  may  be  shortly  thus  stated :  The  plaintiff  was  possessed 
of  two  houses,  one  an  ancient  one,  and  the  other  built  long  within 
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^"^^^*^ot  twenty  years  before  the  subject  of  the  present  action  occurred. 

the  oommon  These  houses  were  built  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  considerably 
lawtosnpport.  within  his  boundary ;  and  the  modem  house  is  stated  to  have  been 

FartHdge  v.  built  on  land  which  had  been  previously  excavated  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  coal.  No  such  statement  appears  in  the  case  as  to  the 
ancient  house,  and  the  Court  cannot  therefore  intend  that  that 
house  was  built  originally  on  excavated  land,  or  that  the  land  has 
been  excavated  more  than  twenty  years  ago. 

'^  Under  these  circumstances,  the  question  is  precisely  similar  as 
to  both  houses,  and  is  one  on  which  the  Court  do  not  entertain  any 
doubt. 

''  Bights  of  this  sort,  if  they  can  be  established  at  all,  must,  we 
think,  have  their  origin  in  grant.  If  a  man  builds  his  house  at 
the  extremity  of  his  land,  he  does  not  thereby  acquire  any  right 
of  easement,  for  support  or  otherwise,  over  the  land  of  his  neigh- 
bour. .  He  has  no  right  to  load  his  own  soil  so  as  to  make  it 
require  the  support  of  that  of  his  neighbour,  unless  he  has  some 
grant  to  that  effect.  Wyatt  v.  Harrison  (d)  \a  precisely  in  point 
as  to  this  part  of  the  case,  and  we  entirely  agree  with  the  opinion 
there  pronounced. 

"In  this  case,  if  the  land  on  which  the  plaintiff's  house  was 
built  had  not  been  previously  excavated,  the  defendants  might, 
without  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  have  worked  their  coal  to  the 
extremity  of  their  own  land,  without  even  leaving  a  rib  of  ten 
yards,  as  they  have  done.  And  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  built  his 
house  on  excavated  ground,  the  mere  sinking  of  the  ground 
itself  would  have  been  without  injury.  He  has,  therefore,  by 
building  on  ground  insufficiently  supported,  caused  the  injury  to 
himself,  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  defendants ;  unless 
at  the  time,  by  some  grant,  he  was  entitled  to  additional  support 
from  the  land  of  the  defendants.  There  are  no  circumstances  in 
the  case  from  which  we  can  infer  any  such  grant  as  to  the  new 
house,  because  it  has  not  existed  twenty  years ;  nor  as  to  the  old 
house,  because,  though  erected  more  than  tweniy  years,  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  coal  under  it  may  not  have  been  excavated 
within  twenty  years ;  and  no  grant  can  at  all  events  be  inferred, 
nor  could  the  right  to  any  easement  become  absolute,  ev^i  under 
Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  until  after  the  lapse  of  at  least  twenty 


(rf)  (1832),  3  B.  &  Ad.  871 ;  37  R.  R,  666. 
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years  from  the  time  when  the  house  first  stood  on  excavated  Baildi^  not 
ground,  and  was  supported  in  part  by  the  defendant's  land.  the  common 

"  If  the  law  stood  as  it  did  before  Lord  Tenterden's  Act  (2  &  3  lawtosnpport. 
Will.  4,  0.  71,  s.  2),  we  should  say  that  such  a  grant  ought  not  to  ^^^^r^^  ^" 
be  inferred  from  any  lapse  of  time  short  of  twenty  years  after  the 
defendants  might  have  been  or  were  fully  aware  of  the  facts.  And 
even  since  that  Act,  the  lapse  of  time,  under  these  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, would  probably  make  no  difference.  For  the  proper 
construction  of  that  Act  requires  that  the  easement  should  have 
been  enjoyed  for  twenty  years  under  a  claim  of  right.  Here 
neither  party  was  acquainted  with  the  fact  that  the  easement  was 
actually  used  at  all;  for  neither  pju^y  knew  of  the  excavation 
below  the  house.  We  should  probably,  therefore,  have  been  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  user  of  the  easement  under  a  claim  of 
right ;  and  that  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  therefore,  would  not  apply 
to  a  case  like  this.  However,  the  facts  of  this  special  case  do  not 
raise  that  point. 

"  We  think,  upon  the  whole,  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
our  judgment." 

[In  Dalton  v.  Angus  (<?),  Lord  Selbome,  touching  on  this  ques-  DdltonY. 
tion,  said:  "Support  to  that  which  is  artificially  imposed  upon  a^^^\^ 
land  cannot  exist  ex  jure  naturae,  because  the  thing  supported  does  bofldingrs 

not  itself  80  exi8t  "(/)•_  3i^y^ra' 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  now  settled  that  an  enjoyment  of  enjoyment, 
support  for  not  less  than  twenty  years  will  be  suflScient  to  confer 
a  right,  subject  only  to  the  conditions  which  limit  all  acquisition 
of  rights  by  length  of  enjoyment  only. 

In  Palmer  v.  Fl€8h€rs{g),  the  judges  in  their  first  resolution  Paimsrr. 
say,  "  that  if  a  man  being  seised  of  land  leases  forty  feet  to  A.  to 
build  a  house  thereon,  and  forty  feet  to  B.  for  a  like  purpose,  and 
one  of  them  builds  a  house,  and  then  the  other  digs  a  cellar  in  his 
land  which  causes  the  wall  of  the  first  adjoining  house  to  fall,  no 
action  will  lie,  for  everyone  may  deal  with  his  own  to  his  best 
advantage ;  but,  semble,  that  it  would  be  otherwise  if  the  wsdl  or 
house  were  an  ancient  one."] 


(tf)  (1881),    L.    B.    6    App.  Cas.   at      notwithstanding  the  diota  in  Bofftrt  y. 
P-7?^'o        1      XV  .V      .  vx        ^«y^  (1858),  2  H.  &  N.  828. 


(/)  See  also  the  cases  on  the  rights  ,  x  /i/i^ex  ^  o-j  ^on     •*  j  n       -rv 

.Jpiblic  bodies,  quoted  above,  p.  113,  ^^  (1675),  1  Sid.  167;  cited  Com.  Dig., 

note  (ff).  The  principle  appears  to  apply  Action  on  the  case,  Koisance,  C. ;  above, 

to  saojaoent  as  well  as  to  adjaocmt  soil,  p.  121. 
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Stannell  v. 
Jollard, 


DoddY. 
Holme. 


W'de  V. 
Thornborongh, 


Gay  ford  v. 
NieholU, 


Itotchothatn  t. 
mUon. 


Solomon  v. 
Vininera*  Co. 


It  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  StameJ  v. 
Jollard  {/t),  that  where  a  man  had  built  to  the  extremity  of  his 
soil,  and  had  enjoyed  his  building  above  twenty  years,  upon 
analogy  to  the  rule  as  to  lights,  &c.,  he  had  acquired  a  right  to 
a  support,  or,  as  it  were,  of  leaning  to  his  neighbour's  soil,  so  that 
his  neighbour  could  not  dig  so  near  as  to  remove  the  support,  but 
that  it  was  otherwise  of  a  house,  &c.  newly  built. 

In  the  case  of  Dodd  v.  Holme  (i),  the  Court  did  not  pronounce 
any  decided  opinion  as  to  the  right  of  support  for  an  ancient 
house  from  the  adjoining  land ;  but  Littledale,  J.,  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  observed :  "  Suppose  the  house  to  have  been 
suhstantially  built,  to  have  stood  thirty  or  forty  years,  and  to 
have  been  kept  in  proper  repair,  do  you  say,  that  if  the  defendant, 
by  excavating  his  adjacent  ground,  let  down  that  house,  though 
without  actual  negligence  on  his  part,  an  action  would  not  lie 
against  him  P  " 

[In  Hide  v.  Thoniborough{k)^  Parke,  B.,  said:  "If  there  was 
twenty  years'  enjoyment  by  the  plain tiflF  of  the  support  of  the 
house  from  the  defendant's  land,  and  it  was  known  that  the 
defendant's  land  supported  the  plaintiff's  house,  that  is  sufficient 
to  give  him  a  right  of  support." 

And  in  Gayford  v.  Nicholh{l)^  Parke,  B.,  said:  "This  is  not 
a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  the  right  of  the  support  of  the 
defendant's  soil,  either  by  virtue  of  a  twenty  years'  occupation  or 
by  reason  of  a  presumed  grant  or  presumed  reservation,  where 
both  houses  were  originally  in  the  possession  of  the  same  owner, 
for  unleiis  a  nght  by  aonie  such  means  is  established  the  owner  of 
the  soil  has  no  right  of  action  against  his  neighboui*  for  the  proper 
exercise  of  his  own  right." 

In  Eowboiham  v.  Wilson  (m),  Bramwell,  B.,  said :  "  After  a 
house  has  stood  in  such  a  position  twenty  years,  it  acquires  a 
right  to  support  from  the  adjoining  land." 

All  these  dicta  have  reference  to  the  support  of  the  adjacent 
soil;  and  in  the  cases  of  Humphries  v.  Brogd^n  and  Bonomi  v. 
Backhouse,  already  cited,  will  be  found  dicta  to  the  same  effect. 

In  the  case  of  Solomon  v.  Vintners^  Co.  («),  doubts  are  expressed 


(A)  M.S.  1  Sel.  N.  P.  467,  11th  edit. 

(»)  (1834),  1  A.  &  E.  493  ;  40  R.  R. 
344  ;  post.  p.  419. 

[k)  (1846),  2  0.  &  K.  260 ;  80  R.  R. 
841. 


(/)  (1854),  9  Exch.  708. 

(m)  (1860),  8  £1.  &  Bl.   140;  affd.  8 
IS..  L.  C.  348. 

(i»)  (1869),  4  H.  &  K.  698. 
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Solomon  v. 
Vintners*  Co, 


[by  the  Court  upon  this  subject ;  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  that  Support  to 
case  was  one  of  a  claim  for  support  of  one  building  by  another  in  acquired  by 
a  state  of  things  caused  by  an  accidental  subsidence  of  the  houses,  twenty  yem' 

°    ,  •'  ...  ,         enjoyment. 

and  not  the  ordinary  case  of  a  house  built  originally  upon  the 
edge  of  land  and  obviously  so  as  to  be  affected  by  the  removal  of 
the  adjoining  land.  The  authorities  referred  to  by  the  Court 
with  doubt  have  reference  to  such  cases  as  this,  and  not  to  such  a 
one  as  that  before  the  Court ;  see  the  observations  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wood,  in  the  case  of  Hunt  v.  Peake  (o),  as  to  this 
point. 

It  was  laid  down  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber,  in  Bonomi  v.  Backhouse  {p),  that  the  right  of  support 
for  buildings,  when  acquired,  is  precisely  similar  in  its  character 
to  the  natural  right  of  support  for  the  soil. 

So  the  authorities  stood  when  the  now  leading  case  of  Angus  An^m  v. 
V.  Dalton  and  the  Commmionera  of  ker  Majesty^ a  Works  and  Public  ^'*' 
Buildings  {q)  came  to  be  decided.  The  action  wa,s  brought  by  the 
owners  in  fee  of  a  coach  factory  at  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  to 
recover  damages  for  injuries  caused  by  the  defendants  the 
Commissioners,  and  by  their  contractor  the  defendant  Dalton,  in 
excavating  the  soil  of  the  adjoining  property,  on  which  the 
Probate  Office  was  to  be  built,  and  thereby  causing  the  plaintiffs' 
factory  to  fall.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs'  building  and  the 
adjoining  building  on  the  defendants'  land  were  estimated  to  be 
upwards  of  a  hundred  years  old ;  that  up  to  the  year  1849,  being 
about  twenty-seven  years  before  the  accident,  both  houses  had 


(o)  (I860),  29  L.  J.  Ch.  785  ;  1  Johna. 
705.  If  buildings  or  other  structures 
be  ah^ady  erected  upon  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  severance,  the  right  of 
support  for  them  would  exist  by  implied 
grant  (see  judgments  in  DngdaU  v. 
Robertson  (1857),  3  K.  &  J.  695  ;  Cah- 
donian  Hail.  Co.  v.  Sprot^  2  M'Q.  Sc. 
App.  449 :  Richards  v.  Rotse^  ante,  p.  159  ; 
of.  Union  Lightei'age  Co.  v.  London  Gravinff 
Dock  Co.,  [1901]  2  Ch.  300;  [1902]  2 
Ch.  557) ;  and  if  the  surface  were  con- 
veyed for  the  express  purpose  of  erect- 
ing buildings  or  any  other  structure, 
the  right  of  support  would  also  exist. 
See  judgments  in  Caledonian  Rail.  Co. 
V.  Sprot,  2  M'Q.  Sc.  Ap.  449;  North 
Eastern  Rail.  Co.  v.  Elliott  (I860),  29 
L.  J.  Ch.  808;  1  J.  &  H.  145;  on 
appeal,  30  L.  J.  Qh.  160 ;  2  De  G.  F.  & 
J.  423;  10  H.  L.  C.  333;  Siddons  v. 
Short  (1877),  L.  B.  2  C.  P.  D.   572; 


Rigby  v.  Bennett  (1882).  L.  R.  21  Ch.  Div. 
559 ;  above,  p.  135  ;  Xorth  Britinh  Rail' 
ivay  V.  Tuniei's,  Ltd.  (1906),  6  F.  900  ; 
Mews*  Digest,  col.  257. 

The  judgment  of  the  Vice- Chancellor 
Wood  in  the  North  Eantem  Railway 
ca»<e.  contiins  an  exposition  of  the 
whole  law  on  this  subject :  and,  as  he 
points  out,  the  right  acquired  in  this 
manner  would  not  include  a  ri^ht  to 
the  continuance  of  a  state  of  things, 
though  of  long  standing,  clearly  of  a 
temporary  and  accidental  character,  a«», 
ex.  gr.,  the  additional  support  to  the 
surface  caused  by  the  filling  of  a  mine 
with  water  by  drowning. 

( p)  (1869),  E.  B.  &  E.  665  ;  9  H.  L.  C. 
503. 

{q)  (1878-81),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  85 ; 
4  Q.  B.  Div.  162  ;  Laltm  v.  Angus,  6 
App.  Cos.  740. 
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[been  occupied  as  dwelling-houses ;  that  in  that  year  the  plaintiffs' 
predecessor  in  title  had  converted  his  house  into  a  coach  factory 
in  such  a  maimer  as  materially  to  increase  the  pressure  on  the 
borders  of  his  own  soil  and  consequently  on  the  adjoining  pro- 
perty ;  that  this  had  been  done  without  the  express  assent  of  the 
defendants'  predecessor,  but  openly  and  without  any  attempt  at 
concealment ;  that  the  defendants  had  pulled  down  their  house 
and  the  wall  dividing  the  two  properties  without  injury  to  the 
factory ;  but  that,  in  excavating  in  their  land  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  cellarage  (which  had  not  previously  existed)  for  the 
offices  to  be  built,  they  had  dug  below  the  foundations  of  the 
plaintiffs'  building  without  leaving  sufficient  support,  and  had 
thus  brought  the  whole  building  to  the  ground. 

At  the  trial,  Lush,  J.,  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  damages  claimed,  but  left  them  to  move  for  judgment  in 
order  to  have  the  questions  of  law  determined. 

On  motion  for  judgment,  it  was  argued  for  the  defendants, 
first,  that  the  plaintiffs'  factory  was  not  entitled  to  the  support 
claimed ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  Commissioners  were  not  respon- 
sible for  the  negligence  of  their  contractor. 

Upon  the  second  point,  the  Court  considered  itself  bound  by 
the  decision  in  Bower  v.  Peate  (r)  to  find  against  the  defendants ; 
and  this  finding  was  ultimately  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
and  the  House  of  Lords.  The  question  so  raised  is  dealt  with  in 
a  later  part  of  this  treatise  (s). 

But  on  the  first  point,  which  raised  the  whole  question  of  the 
law  of  support,  the  judges  differed.  Lush,  J.,  adhering  in  sub- 
stance to  the  view  which  be  had  taken  at  the  trial,  thought  that 
the  plaintiffs  ought  to  succeed ;  and  rested  his  opinion,  partly  on 
the  doctrine  of  the  presumption  of  a  grant  after  twenty  years' 
uninterrupted  enjoyment,  and  partly  on  an  analogy  to  the 
Statutes  of  Limitation.  He  thought  that  the  decision  in  Bonotni 
V.  Backhouse  (t)  involved  the  very  point  in  question.  But  Cock- 
burn,  C.  J.,  held  that,  if  any  presumption  of  a  grant  was  derived 
from  twenty  years'  user,  it  was  open  to  be  rebutted,  and  that, 
when  it  was  proved  or  admitted  that  no  grant  or  assent  was  in 
fact  made  or  given,  the  presumption  was  at  an  end ;  and  further 
that,  the  enjoyment  not  being  capable  of  being  interrupted  by 


M  (1876),  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D.  321.  («)  Below,  Book  VI.  Chap.  II. 

(0  (1859),  E.  B.  &  E.  655 ;  9  H.  L.  C.  603. 
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[any  reasonable  means,  no  presumption  in  fact  arose.  Mellor,  J.,  ®J'i^P?5*  *® 
agreed  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  accordingly  judgment  acquired  by 
was  given  for  the  defendants.  ^^Il^oyme^r' 

All  the  judges  agreed  that  the  right  to  support  was  not  an      ^    ^^^ 
easement  within  the  Prescription  Act.  DaUon, 

On  appeal  (w),  Brett,  L.  J.,  agreed  with  the  majority  of  the  Appeal  to 
Court  below ;  but  Cotton  and  Thesiger,  L.  JJ.,  being  of  the  con-  Appeal, 
trary  opinion,  the  decision  was  reversed. 

Thesiger,  L.  J.,  while  admitting  that  the  presumption  of  a  lost 
grant  was  a  presumption,  not  "  juris  et  de  jure,"  but  liable  to  be 
rebutted,  held  that  it  could  not  be  rebutted  by  mere  proof  by  the 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  that  no  grant  was  in  fact  made 
either  at  the  commencement  or  during  the  continuance  of  the 
enjoyment ;  in  fact,  it  "  is  in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel  by  conduct, 
which,  while  it  is  not  conclusive  so  far  as  to  prevent  denial  or 
explanation  of  the  conduct,  presents  a  bar  to  any  simple  denial  of 
the  fact,  which  is  merely  the  legal  inference  drawn  from  the  con- 
duct." The  cases  of  Barker  v.  Richardson  {x)j  Webb  v.  £ird{p), 
and  Chasemore  v.  Richards  (s),  in  which  a  presumption  of  this 
nature  had  been  held  to  be  rebutted,  "  as  direct  authorities  go  no 
further  than  to  show  that  a  legal  incompetence  as  regards  the 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement  to  grant  an  easement,  or  a  physical 
incapacity  of  being  obstructed  as  regards  the  easement  itself,  or 
an  uncertainty  and  secrecy  of  enjoyment  putting  it  out  of  the 
category  of  all  known  easements,  will  prevent  the  presumption  of 
an  easement  by  lost  grant;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  indirectly 
they  tend  to  support  the  view  that,  as  a  general  rule,  where  no 
such  legal  incompetence,  physical  incapacity,  or  peculiarity  of 
enjoyment  as  was  shown  in  those  cases  exists,  uninterrupted  and 
unexplained  user  will  raise  the  presumption  of  a  grant,  upon  the 
principle  expressed  by  the  maxim,  *  Qui  non  prohibet  quod  pro- 
hibere  potest  assentire  videtur.'  "  As  to  the  alleged  impossibility 
or  extreme  difficulty  of  obstructing  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  of 
support,  he  pointed  out  that  this  only  exists  where  the  servient 
tenement,  being  itself  covered  with  buildings,  enjoys  a  reciprocal 
benefit  from  the  dominant  tenement;  and  in  any  case  he  held 


(tt)  (1878),  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  162.      (y)  (1863),  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  841 ;  above, 

p.  339. 
(ar)  (1821),  4  B.  &  A.  579  ;  23  B.  R.   *^  (,)  (i859),  7  H.  L.  C.  349  ;  above, 
400 ;  above,  p.  219.  p.  285. 
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[himself  bound  by  the  authorities  not  to  admit  the  argument  as 
sufficient. 

The  judgment  of  Cotton,  L.  J.,  was  to  the  same  efEect. 

None  of  the  Lords  Justices  adopted  the  view  expressed  by 
Lush,  J.,  that  the  period  of  twenty  years  might  be  limited  for  the 
acquisition  of  a  right  to  support  by  analogy  to  the  Limitation 
Acts  (a) ;  and  none  of  them  seems  to  have  considered  that  the 
right  might  be  an  easement  within  the  Prescription  Act  (b). 

But  although,  upon  the  main  question,  the  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal  decided  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs'  contention, 
the  Court  was  unanimously  of  opinion  that,  the  construction  of  the 
plaintiffs'  factory  being  somewhat  unusual,  the  jury  should  have 
been  asked  to  determine  whether  the  weight  which  had  been  put 
upon  the  adjoining  soil  was  such  as  the  owner  of  the  soil  could  be 
reasonably  expected  to  be  aware  of,  and,  on  this  ground,  directed 
the  defendants  to  elect  within  fourteen  days  whether  they  would 
take  a  new  trial  (c). 

The  option  was  not  exercised;  and,  judgment  having  been 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  1,943/.,  the  amount  of  damages 
assessed  by  a  special  referee,  the  defendants  appealed  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

The  appeal  (ci)  was,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  twice  argued,  the 
second  time  before  seven  judges  of  the  High  Court  who  had  not 
yet  been  parties  to  any  decision  in  the  case(<?).  The  judges, 
in  answering  the  questions  put  to  them  by  the  House,  were 
unanimous  in  advising  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
was  justified  by  the  authorities ;  and  two  only  of  them  (/)  dis- 
approved of  the  principle  underlying  the  authorities.  But  the 
reasons  on  which  their  opinions  were  based  were  very  diverse. 
Pollock,  B.,  and  Field  and  Manisty,  JJ.,  did  not  refer  the  right  to 
support  to  any  presumption  of  grant  or  acquiescence,  but  treated  it 
as  a  proprietary  right,  to  be  acquired  by  a  de  facto  enjoyment  for 
twenty  years ;  and  the  first-named  expressly  approved  of  the  con- 
clusion arrived  at  by  Lush,  J.,  at  the  trial,  that  the  rule  might  be 
derived  by  analogy  from  the  Statutes  of  Limitation.  On  the 
other  hand,  Lindley,  J.  (with  whom  Lopes,  J.,  agreed),  was  of 


(a)  See  per  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  L.  R.  4 
Q.  B.  DiY.  170,  and  per  Brett,  L.  J., 
ibid.  199. 

lb)  Ibid.  170,  196. 

(e)  Ibid.  131,  187,  204. 


{d)  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas.  740. 

(e)  Pollock,  B.,  and  Field,  Lindley, 
Manisty,  Lopes,  Fry,  and  Bowen,  JJ. 

(/)  Lindley  and  Fry,  JJ. 


RIGHT  TO  SUPPORT  FROM  SOIL  AND  HOUSES.  897 

[opinion  that  support  was  an  easement  which,  after  twenty  years'  Support  to 
open  and  interrupted  enjoyment,  the  Court  would  presume  to  have  acquired  by 
been  granted,  even  though  it  should  be  proved  or  admitted  that  no  t'^^^^y  yeare' 

o  '  o      ^  r  enjoyment. 

sealed  or  written  grant  had  in  fact  been  executed  ;  and  that  the  law  — -^ 

which  required  the  sement  owner  to  remove  his  soil  in  order  to  Angut. 
preserve  his  uni'estricted  right  to  let  down  his  neighbour's  house, 
though  it  did  not  "  commend  itself  to  common  sense,"  was  com- 
pletely established  by  authority.  Fry,  J.,  felt  the  same  difficulty 
in-  approving  of  the  principle  of  the  decisions,  holding  that  "  an 
excavation  for  the  sole  purpose  of  letting  down  a  neighbour's  house 
is  of  so  expensive,  so  difficult,  and  so  churlish  a  character,  that  it  is 
not  reasonably  to  be  required  in  order  to  prevent  the  acquisition  of 
a  right " ;  and  adding  that,  as  the  servient  owner  cannot,  "  except 
by  a  trespass  or  an  impertinence,"  ascertain  the  nature  of  his 
neighbour's  structure,  the  incidence  of  its  burden  on  the  soil,  or  the 
depth  and  character  of  its  foundations,  the  enjoyment  is  so  secret 
that  no  right  ought  to  be  founded  upon  it ;  but  he  also  thought 
the  authorities  conclusive  against  this  view  being  adopted  in 
practice.  Lastly,  Bowen,  J.,  reverting  to  some  extent  to  the 
opinions  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  Lord  Justice  Brett,  treated 
the  twenty  years'  rule  as  a  "  canon  of  evidence,"  and  held  that 
twenty  years'  user,  peaceful,  open,  and  as  of  right,  was  sufficient 
ground  for  inferring  a  lawful  origin  of  the  user,  and  that  the  in- 
ference could  only  be  met  by  showing  that  there  was  no  such 
lawful  origin,  either  at  law  (as  by  grant  or  covenant),  or  in  equity 
(as  by  agreement  or  acquiescence) ;  he  thought  the  decisions  showed 
that  the  enjoyment  was  capable  of  interruption. 

As  to  the  question  of  notice,  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
obtained  from  the  Court  of  Appeal  the  option  to  have  the  case  re- 
tried, Lindley,  Lopes,  and  Bowen,  JJ.,  thought  that  this  should 
have  gone  to  the  jury,  while  the  remaining  judges  considered  the 
question  immaterial. 

It  should  be  added  that  Mr.  Justice  Lindley,  in  the  course  of  his 
opinion  (^),  discussed  the  important  question,  whether  the  enjoy- 
ment of  support  is  not  after  all  rather  affirmative  than  negative, 
and  so  capable  of  interruption  by  the  short  method  of  an  action  of 
trespass,  and,  in  the  absence  of  interruption,  ripening  into  an  ease- 
ment under  the  2nd  section  of  the  Prescription  Act.  "  Support," 
he  said,  ^'  even  when  lateral,  involves  pressure  on  and  an  actual  use 

ijf)  L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at  p.  764. 
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Snpport  to    [of  the  laterally  supporting  soil No  trace  is  toJbe  found  in 

acquired  by    OUT  law  books  of  any  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity  based  upon 
twenty  years*  ^^y  wroni?  done  to  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement ;  and  the 

enjoyment.  ,    .  .  .  .  - 

general  opinion  certainly  is,  that,  in  the  absence  of  actual  damage 

jingt4t.  to  the  soil,  no  such  action  or  suit  could  be  maintained.  Upon 
principle,  I  confess  I  do  not  see  why  this  should  be  so.  If  a 
person  builds  so  near  the  edge  of  his  own  land  as  to  use  his  neigh- 
bour's land  to  support  his  house  without  his  neighbour's  consent,  I 
do  not  see  why  such  neighbour  should  have  no  cause  of  action. 
The  enjoyment  of  light  coming  across  adjoining  land,  and  the 
enjoyment  of  the  use  of  such  land  for  support,  are  in  some  respects 
entirely  different;  for  no  use  is  made  of  a  man's  property  by 
opening  a  window  on  other  property  near  it,  and  a  right  not  to  be 
overlooked  is  not  recognized  by  our  law.  At  the  same  time,  in 
every  case  in  which  the  right  to  lateral  support  is  alluded  to,  it  is 
treated  as  analogous  to  the  right  to  light,  and  the  difference  to 
which  I  have  drawn  attention  has  not  been  dwelt  upon  or  treated 
as  material.  Nevertheless,  whatever  my  own  opinion  would  be, 
looking  at  the  matter  theoretically,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that 
an  action  for  damages,  or  an  injunction,  could  be  maintained  in 
such  a  case  as  I  have  supposed.  The  authority  against  it,  although 
purely  negative,  would  in  my  judgment,  be  considered  as  too  strong 
to  be  got  over.  If,  however,  your  lordships  should  be  of  a  different 
opinion,  I  apprehend  that  it  would  follow  that  the  Prescription  Act 
(2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2)  would  apply  to  and  include  an  easement 
of  lateral  support,  and  the  law  upon  this  important  subject  would 
then  be  contained  in  the  provisions  of  that  statute.  But  all  the 
judges  before  whom  this  case  has  come  concur  in  holding  the  Pre- 
scription Act  not  to  apply ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  authority  to 
the  contrary,  I  am  not  prepared  to  differ  from  them." 

On  the  same  subject,  Mr.  Justice  Fry  made  the  following 
observations  in  a  contrary  sense  (A) : — 

"  It  has  been  argued  at  your  lordships'  bar,  that  the  doctrine  (*) 
applies  in  its  simplest  form  to  the  right  in  question ;  for  it  has 
been  contended  that  the  act  of  building  a  house  on  one  piece  of 
land  which  derives  lateral  support  from  the  adjoining  soil  of  a 
different  owner  is  both  actionable  and  preventible,  and  that  there- 
fore time  constitutes  a  valid  bar.     Is  such  a  building  actionable  P 


(A)  L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at  p.  776. 

(t)  8c.  Qui  non  prohibet  quod  prohibere  potest  asaentire  yidetar. 
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[I  think  ^ot.  The  lateral  pressure  of  a  heavy  building  on  soft  Support  to 
ground  which  oauses  an  ascertainable  physical  disturbance  in  a  acquired  by 
neighbour's  soil  would  no  doubt  be  trespass;    but  no  one  ever  ^^^^j^^^^ 

heard  of  an  action  for  the  mere  increment  caused  by  reason  of  a         ■ " 

new  building  to  the  pre-existing  lateral  pressure  of  soil  on  soil,  Angut.' 
producing  no  ascertainable  physical  disturbance.  If  that  were  the 
law,  no  one  could  rightly  build  on  the  edge  of  his  land  unless  he 
built  upon  a  rock;  and  yet  the  building  of  walls  and  other 
structures  on  the  borders  of  land  is  universally  recognized  as 
lawful.  Nay,  more,  any  erection  of  a  house  would  give  a  right 
of  action,  not  only  to  the  adjoining  neighbours,  but  to  every 
owner  of  land  within  the  unasoertfdnable  area  over  which  the 
increase  of  pressure  must,  according  to  the  laws  of  physics,  extend. 
Such  an  increase  of  pressure,  when  unattended  with  ascertainable 
physical  consequences,  is,  in  my  opinion,  one  of  those  jninima  of 
which  the  law  takes  no  heed.  The  distinction  between  the 
principles  applicable  to  water  collected  into  visible  streams  and 
that  running  in  invisible  ones  through  the  ground,  affords  a  very 
good  analogy  to  the  distinction  which  I  draw  between  the  pressure 
of  an  adjoining  house  which  produces  a  visible  displacement  of 
the  soil,  and  that  which  produces  no  visible  or  ascertainable  result, 
but  is  only  a  matter  of  inference  from  physical  science  or 
subsequent  experiment." 

Mr.  Justice  Bowen's  observations  on  the  same  point  (A-)  appear 
to  indicate  that  he  agreed  in  principle  with  Mr.  Justice  Lindley. 

The  House  of  Lords  (/)  unanimously  dismissed  the  appeal ; 
and  it  is  of  importance  to  notice  the  grounds  upon  which  their 
lordships'  opinions  in  favour  of  this  course  proceeded. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Selbome),  after  showing  that  the  Opinion  of 
right  of  support  to  buildings  was  not  a  natural  but  a  conventional  g^^ 
or  acquired  easement,  expressed  his  agreement  with  the  views  of 
Lindley,  J.,  and  Bowen,  J.,  "that  it  is  both  scientifically  and 
practically  inaccurate  to  describe  it  as  one  of  a  merely  negative 
kind.  What  is  support  ?  The  force  of  gravity  causes  the  super- 
incumbent land  or  building  to  press  downward  upon  what  is 
below  it,  whether  artificial  or  natural ;  and  it  has  also  a  tendency 
to  thrust  outwards,  laterally,  any  loose  or  yielding  substance,  such 
as  earth  or  clay,  until  it  meets  with  adequate  resistance.     Using 


[k)  L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at  p.  78^  Selbome,  C,  and  Lords  Coleridge,  Pen- 

(/)  The   Lords    present   were    Lord      zanoe,  Blackbom  and  Watson. 
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^h ^h?'*^  *°     [the  language  of  the  law  of  easements,  I  say  that,  in  the  case  alike 

acquired  by    of  Vertical  and  of  lateral  support,  both  to  land  and  to  buildings, 

^en^ovment^*   the  dominant  tenement  imposes  upon  the  servient  a  positive  and 

— IT   a  constant  burden,   the    sustenance   of    which    by  the    servient 

Anffus.  tenement  is  necessary  for  the  safety  and  stability  of  the  dominant. 
It  is  true  that  the  benefit  to  the  dominant  tenement  arises,  not 
from  its  own  pressure  upon  the  servient  tenement,  but  from  the 
power  of  the  servient  tenement  to  resist  that  pressure,  and  from  its 
actual  sustenance  of  the  burden  so  imposed.  But  the  burden  and 
its  sustenance  are  reciprocal  and  inseparable  from  each  other,  and 
it  can  make  no  difFerence  whether  the  dominant  tenement  is  said 
to  impose,  or  the  servient  to  sustain,  the  weight." 

From  these  considerations  it  followed  that  the  right  to  support 
was  to  some  extent  aflBrmative,  and  so  properly  the  subject,  not 
of  covenant  only  (m),  but  of  grant.  It  was  also  capable  of 
interruption,  if  not  by  action,  at  least  by  the  removal  of  the 
supporting  soil ;  and,  if  in  some  cases  it  did  not  suit  the  purpose 
of  the  supporting  owner  to  exercise  this  right  of  removal,  it  was 
the  policy  of  the  law  that  his  inaction  (whether  due  to  negligence 
or  to  his  own  preponderating  interest)  should  in  time  confer  a 
possessory  title  upon  his  neighbour.  The  right  of  support  then, 
being  an  easement,  not  purely  negative,  capable  of  being  granted 
and  also  capable  of  being  interrupted,  was  within  the  2nd  section 
of  the  Prescription  Act;  and  the  question  of  grant  or  no 
grant  was  excluded.  And,  even  though  the  Prescription  Act 
should  not  apply,  the  presumption  of  a  lost  grant  could  not  be 
rebutted  by  showing  that  no  grant  had  in  fact  been  made.  As  to 
the  question  of  notice,  a  landowner  who  sees  building  operations, 
or  alterations  of  an  existing  building,  in  progress  upon  the  borders 
of  his  property,  must  have  imputed  to  him  the  knowledge  that  the 
building  will  require  fresh  support  from  the  adjoining  land ;  and, 
if  everything  is  done  honestly  and  (as  far  as  possible)  openly,  he 
must  be  fixed  with  knowledge  of  the  amount  of  support  enjoyed. 
No  question  need  therefore  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 
Lord  Lord  Penzance  expressed  the  opinion  that,  if  the  matter  were 

Penzance.  ^^^  integra,  it  might  properly  be  held  that  a  building  owner 
acquired,  immediately  upon  erecting  a  house,  the  right  to  have  it 
supported  by  the  adjacent  soil ;  but  he  agreed  with  Fry,  J.,  in 
thinking  that  length  of    enjoyment  could  only  confer  a  title 


(m)  See  per  LitUedale,  J.,  in  Moore  y.  Itaicton  (1824),  3  B.  &  C.  310  ;  27  R.  R.  375. 
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[through  the  acquiescence  of  another,  and  that  an  enjoyment  which  ^?K**  ^ 
was  both  secret  and  incapable  of  being  interrupted  without  an  acquired  by 
unreasonable  waste  of  labour  and  expense,  was  no  evidence  of  ^^^j^L^^™ 

acquiescence,  and  should  not  on  principle  be  made  the  basis  of  any  •  

right.     However,  he  considered  that  the  ruling  of  Lush,  J.,  was       An^us. 
entirely  supported  by  the  authorities,  and  that  the  appeal  should 
on  this  ground  be  dismissed. 

Lord  Blackburn  thought  that  the  fiction  of  a  lost  grant,  how-  Lord 
ever  introduced,  wm,  not  a  rule  of  evidence  which  a  jury  might  or 
might  not  conform  to,  but  an  established  doctrine  of  the  Court ; 
and  that  to  refuse  to  administer  such  a  rule,  when  established,  was 
at  least  as  much  an  usurpation  of  legislative  authority  as  it  was  at 
first  to  introduce  it.  He  did  not  consider  that  acquiescence  or 
laches  was  the  sole,  or  indeed  the  chief,  principle  on  which  pre- 
scriptive rights  were  founded.  Prescription,  or  usucapio,  was  a 
matter  not  of  natural  justice  but  of  positive  law,  differing  in 
difEerent  countries ;  and  the  authorities  showed  that  the  English 
law  conferred  a  right  after  twenty  years'  enjoyment.  The  servient 
owner  had  notice  that  some  support  was  required ;  and  this  was 
enough  to  put  him  on  inquiry. 

Lord  Blackburn  thought  it  unnecessary  to  decide  the  question 
whether  support  was  within  the  Prescription  Act.  But,  inciden- 
tally, he  supplied  an  answer  to  the  argument  drawn  by  Mr.  Justice 
Fry(n)  from  the  impossibility  of  pushing  the  doctrine  of 
Mr.  Justice  Lindley  to  its  extreme  limits.  "  The  distinction,"  he 
said  (o),  "between  a  right  to  light  and  a  right  of  prospect,  on  the 
ground  that  one  is  matter  of  necessity  and  the  other  of  delight,  is 
to  my  mind  more  quaint  than  satisfactory.  A  much  better  reason 
is  given  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Attorney-General  n.  Doughty  {p)^ 
where  he  observes  that,  if  that  was  the  case,  there  could  be  no 
great  towns.  I  think  this  decision,  that  a  right  of  prospect  is  not 
acquired  by  prescription,  shows  that,  whilst  on  the  balance  of  con- 
venience and  inconvenience  it  was  held  expedient  that  the  right  of 
light,  which  could  only  impose  a  burthen  upon  land  very  near  the 
house,  should  be  protected  where  it  had  been  long  enjoyed,  on  the 
same  ground  it  was  held  expedient  that  the  right  of  prospect, 
which  would  impose  a  burthen  on  a  very  large  and  indefinite  area, 
should  not  be  allowed  to  be  created,  except  by  actual  agreement. 


in)  Above,  p.  398.  (o)  L.  R.  6  App.  Gas.  at  p.  824. 

(p)  (1788),  2  Ves.  Sen.  453. 

G.  26 
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Support  to     [And  this  seems  to  me  the  real  ground  on  which  Webb  v.  Bird  and 

acquired^bj    Chosemore  V.  Hichards  are  to  be  supported.     The  rights  there 

twenty  years'  claimed  Were  analoeoufi  to  prospect  in  this,  that  they  were  vague 

enjoymeDt.  ^  ,  .  .  -, 

and  undefined,  and  very  extensive.     Whether  that  is  or  is  not  the 

Angus.  reason  for  the  distinction,  the  law  has  always,  since  Bland  v. 
Moselet/y  been  that  there  is  a  distinction;  that  the  right  of  a 
window  to  have  light  and  air  is  acquired  by  prescription,  and 
that  a  right  to  have  a  prospect  can  only  be  acquired  by  actual 
agreement." 

Opinion  of  Lord  Watson  agreed  with  Lord  Selbome  in  holding  that  the 

right  of  support  to  a  building,  whether  lateral  or  vertical,  was  a 
positive  easement ;  being,  as  he  said,  probably  influenced  by  the 
consideration  that  a  decision  that  the  easement  was  negative  would 
form  an  unsatisfactory  precedent  in  Scotland,  where  positive  servi- 
tudes alone  are  capable  of  being  acquired  by  prescription.  He 
thought  that  no  question  of  fact  need  have  been  submitted  to  the 

jury. 
Opinion  of  Lord  Coleridge  did  not  deliver  a  detailed  opinion,  but  expressed 

Coleridge.  tis  concurrence  in  the  judgments  of  Lords  Selbome  and  Blackburn. 
He  did  not  say  whether  he  agreed  with  the  former  in  holding  the 
easement  to  be  a  positive  one. 

The  question  last  referred  to  must  probably  be  regarded  as  an 
open  one.  It  is  obvious  that  a  decision,  that  the  enjoyment  of 
support  to  buildings  is  a  positive  act,  capable  of  ripening  under 
the  Prescription  Act  into  an  easement,  and  capable  of  being  pre- 
vented by  the  short  method  of  an  action  by  the  adjoining  owner 
for  trespass,  would  be  of  the  greatest  moment  to  all  owners  of 
immovable  property,  and  would  render  every  building  operation  a 
matter  of  great  risk  and  expense.  At  present  the  balance  of 
authority,  so  far  as  the  number  of  dicta  goes,  must  be  held  to  be 
against  this  view  (q). 

But  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  may  be  taken  as  finally 
establishing  the  rule,  that  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  support  to 
a  building,  whether  from  the  adjacent  or  from  the  subjacent  land, 
being  peaceable,  open  and  as  of  right,  will  (either  by  a  right 
springing  out  of  the  enjoyment  at  the  common  law,  or  imder  the 
Prescription  Act,  or  under  the  doctrine  of  presumed  grant)  confer 
the  right  to  have  the  support  continued ;  that,  if  the  right  is 


(q)  Bat  see  the  jadgmenta  in  Union  LighUrage  Co*  v.  London  Graving  Lock  Co., 
[1902]  2  Ch.  557. 
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[based  on  the  presumption  of  a  grant  founded  on  the  enjoyment,     ^?JPP;F*  ^ 
the  presumption  is  absolute  and  cannot  be  rebutted  by  showing    aoquired  by 
that  no  grant  has  in  fact  been  made ;  and  that,  if   notice  be  *^^^^*^' 

material,  then,  in  the  absence  of  any  wilful  fraud  or  concealment,  -        

the  outward  appearance  of  the  building  is  sufficient  notice  to  all      An^us, 
persons  concerned  of  the  amount  of  support  which  it  requires  (r).] 

It  may  be  suggested  that  there  are  cases  in  which,  though  the  Some  oases 
house  be  modem,  damages  may  be  recovered  for  an  injury  done  damages  may 
to  it  by  digging  too  near  the  common  boundary.    If  the  owner  ^  ^^ho^e 
establishes  his  right  to  support  for  his  soil,  and  the  jury  should  is  modem. 
be  of  opinion  that  the  land  would  have  fallen  in,  in  consequence  of 
the  digging,  even  had  no  additional  weight  been  imposed  by 
building,  the  value  of  the  house  falling  with  the  land  might, 
it  seems,  be  recovered  as  damage  resulting  from  the  principal 
injury  (»). 

• 

Assuming,  however,  that  a  right  to  the  support  of  the  adjacent  Buildings 
land  has  been  obtained  by  the  enjoyment  of  an  ancient  house,  it  ^^i^air. 
appears  that  a  condition  is  imposed  upon  the  party  entitled  to 
such  support,  that  he  shaU  do  nothing  within  the  period  requisite 
for  conferring  an  easement  which  shall  have  the  effect  of  in- 
creasing the  burthen  imposed  upon  his  neighbour.  Hence,  if  an 
excavation  be  made  near  an  ancient  house,  which  falls  imme- 
diately afterwards,  ^^if  the  building  fall  in  consequence  of  its 
infirm  condition,  that  would  not  be  a  damage  by  the  act  of  the 


(r)  Compare  the  jud^ents   of   the  be  included  in  the  damages.    Smith  v. 

three  Lordis  Justices  in  Union  Lighterage  Thaekerah  (1866),  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  564 ;  35 

Co,  V.  London  Graving  Dock  Co.,  ubi  sup.  L.  J.  C.  P.  276,  which  appejEirs  to  throw 

(«)  See  Wyatt  t.  Harrison   (1832),   3  some  doabt  upon  the  principle,  is  com- 

B.  &  Ad.  871;  37  B.  R.  566.     [This  meni^dLOMmAtL^Gen.Y.  Conduit  Colliery 

has  been  decided  acooidinfrly  in  Stroyan  Co.,  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  at  p.  313  ;  and  it  in 

y.  Knowles  and  Hamery.  Knowlee  (1861^,  noticeable  that  in  that  case  Stroyan  v. 

6  H.  &  N.  454  ;  and  the  same  principle  Knowlee  does  not  seem  to  haye  been  cited, 

is  reoopfnized  by  Wood,  V.-C,  in  Hunt  Damages  may  also   be    reooyered    for 

y.  Feake  (1860),  29  L.  J.  Ch.  785 ;    1  letting  down   a   modern   house  where 

Johns.  705,   and  by  Channell,   B.,   in  the  person  excavating  in  the  adjoining 

Riehardey.  Jenkins  (1868),  18  L.  T.  N.  S.  land  is  not  the  owner  of  such  land,  but 

437;  17  W.  R.  30.     In  Manchester  Cor-  a  trespasser.     Jeffries  y.  IFilliams  {\%bO\ 

poration    y.   New    Moss    CoUicry.    Ltd.,  5  Exch.  792  ;  Bibby  y.  Carter  (1859),  4 

[19061  2  Ch.  664,  it  was  proved'  that  tho  H.  &  N.  153.   The  decision  in  Richards  y. 

subsidence  complained  of  would  have  Jenkins,  ubi  sup.,  appears  to  rest  partly 

occurred  to  an  equal  extent  if  certain  on  this  ground. 

works  of  the  plaintiffs  had  not  been  In    Sherhrook    v.    Tiifnell  (1882),   46 

erected  on  the  land.     An  in  junction  was  L.  T.  N.  S.  886,  a  right  to  support  for 

granted  with  an  enquiry  as  to  damages,  modem  houses  was  held  to  have  been 

but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  directions  reserved  by  implication  (as  an  easement 

were  given  as  to  whether  or  not  the  of  necessity)  on  a  grant  of  the  adjoining 

injury  to  the  plaintiffs*  works  were  to  land.] 

26  (2)  . 
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Bmldings 

must  be  kept 

in  repair. 


No  right  to 
impose 
additional 
burthen. 


Building^ 
must  be 
properly 
constructed. 


[defendant  (t)  ]  excavator ;  '*  but,  even  supposing  the  building 
to  be  so  far  out  of  repair  that,  "  in  the  ordinary  progress  of  decay, 
it  would  have  fallen  in  a  short  time,"  it  appears  from  the  decision 
in  JDocid  v.  Holme  (w),  "that  the  neighbour  had  no  right  to  accelerate 
its  fall  by  removing  its  support." 

It  is  obvious  that  if  a  party  claiming  such  an  easement  has, 
during  the  period  of  the  acquisition  of  it,  done  or  omitted  to  do 
anything  to  his  own  house  by  which  its  coherence  and  capacity 
to  stand  unsupported  is  diminished,  or  if,  by  excavating  his  own 
soil  or  other  means,  he  has  weakened  the  support  before  then 
a£Eorded  by  his  own  soil — ^so  that,  to  enable  it  to  stand,  an  ad- 
ditional amount  of  support  is  required  from  the  neighbouring 
land — ^he  has  thereby  imposed  an  increased  burthen  upon  it,  which 
there  has  been  no  ancient  user  to  oblige  the  neighbour  to  submit 
to;  and  hence  it  seems  to  follow  that,  if  the  damage  sustained  would 
no^  have  accrued  but  for  the  modem  alteration  or  neglect  of  the 
party  claiming  the  easement,  he  has  no  right  of  action,  though 
his  house  might  have  stood  had  there  been  no  excavation, — ^as  such 
continuiDg  to  stand  could  only  have  been  caused  by  receiving  a 
degree  of  support  from  the  adjoining  soil  which  the  owner  of  it  was 
under  no  obligation  to  supply  (x).  In  the  case  of  Dodd  v.  Holme 
this  point  does  not  appear  to  have  been  distinctly  considered. 

The  same  reasoning  would  seem  to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  house 
originally  built  in  a  weak  and  insufficient  manner,  in  consequence 
of  which  it  required  a  greater  degree  of  support  than  would  be 
requisite  for  a  well-built  house.  Unless  there  was  some  external 
indication  of  the  weakness  of  the  building,  the  neighbour  would 
be  altogether  in  ignorance  that  a  greater  degree  of  lateral  pres- 
sure was  exerted  than  would  have  been  the  case,  had  the  house 
possessed  the  ordinary  degree  of  coherence  of  one  well  built. 
[But,  in  view  of  the  decision  in  Dalton  v.  Angus,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  anything  short  of  industrious  concealment  would  in  such 
a  case  deprive  the  owner  of  the  building  of  the  benefit  of  the  lapse 
of  time  (y).] 


(0  Per  Taunton,  J.,  in  Ihdd  v.  Holme 
(1834),  1  A.  &  E.  606 ;  40  R.  R.  344. 

(u)  (1834),  1  A.  &  E.  493  ;  40  R.  R. 
344. 

(x)  [See  Corporation  of  Birmingham  v. 
AUen^  quoted  aboye,  p.  373,  n.  {d).'] 

(y)  In  America  some  of  the  States 
deny  any  right  to  prescribe  for  support 


to  buildings,  as  they  deny  the  right  to 
prescribe  for  light:  "Neither  in  the 
of   the  window  opening    out    on 


case 


another  man*s  land,  or  of  a  building 
erected  on  the  dividing  line,  has  the 
owner  committed  an  act  ag^ainst  which 
his  neighbour  can  protest.  He  has  not 
touched  his  property,  or  invaded  any 
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Sect.  3. — Support  to  Buildings  hy  Buildings, 


Acquisition  of 
the  easement. 


A  question  of  equal  practical  importance,  but  presenting  greater 
difficulties  and  [until  recently]  not  elucidated  by  any  direct 
authority,  arises  where  the  owner  of  an  ancient  house  claims  a 
right  to  have  it  lean  against  and  be  supported  by  the  house  of  his 
neighbour. 

The  obstacle  to  the  acquisition  of  this  easement  by  user  arises  Clam, 
from  the  natural  secrecy  of  the  mode  of  its  enjoyment,  and  the 
consequent  difficulty  of  showing  that  it  has  been  had  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement.  In  order  to 
give  rise  to  any  question  of  the  existence  of  this  easement,  a  man 
must  have  built  to  the  extremity  of  his  own  soil ;  and  supposing 
him  to  have  built  perpendicularly,  as  he  may  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  have  done,  whatever  additional  pressure  may  thereby 
be  exerted  on  the  soil,  there  would  be  none  upon  the  adjoining 
house.  Supposing,  however,  that  some  deviation  from  the  per- 
pendicular should  have  originally  existed,  or  have  been  caused 
subsequently  by  the  imperfect  state  of  the  building,  but  to  so  small 
an  extent  or  in  such  a  position  as  not  to  be  apparent  to  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  house,  the  ignorance  of  the  neighbour  would 
exclude  the  presumption  of  that  '*  negligence  and  patience,"  from 
which  alone  his  consent  to  the  imposition  of  the  easement  could  be 
inferred. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  manner  of  imposing  the  pressure  be 
of  such  a  manifest  and  visible  nature  as  to  afford  the  requisite 
indication  to  the  adjoining  owner,  it  would  appear  that  an  ease- 
ment of  this  kind  may  be  acquired  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
other  easements ;  as,  for  instance,  where  a  beam  is  inserted  in  the 
wall  of  the  neighbour's  house.  A  further  objection  would  arise 
from  the  difficulty  on  the  part  of  the  servient  owner  in  resisting 
the  right  thus  sought  to  be  acquired. 


right,  or  given  any  canae  of  action. 
He  had  a  right  to  use  or  huild  on  his 
lot  to  the  farthest  limit  of  his  bouDdarj. 
He  has  only  done  this,  and  he  never 
had  any  use  or  possession  or  enjoyment 
of  any  right,  corporeal  or  incorporeal, 
belonging  to  another,  to  which  objection 
oonld  in  any  form  be  made ;  and  it 
wonld  therefore  be  a  mistake,  as  well  as 


an  abuse,  of  the  terms  licence,  grant, 
and  acquiescence,  to  say  he  has  acquired 
a  right  by  means  thereof  from  the  owner 
of  the  adjacent  lot.  .  .  .  It  is  a  mockery 
to  say  he  might  have  dug  up  his  land 
during  the  period  of  prescription."  Per 
Trippe,  J.,  in  Mitchell  v.  Mayor  of  Rome^ 
49  Ga.  19  ;  15  Am.  Rep  669.] 
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From  the  expression  in  the  judgment  in  Peyton  v.  The  Mayor 
of  London  (s),  "  it  did  not  appear  whether  the  two  houses  had  been 
erected  at  the  same  time,  and  whether  the  freehold  in  both  had 
originally  belonged  to  the  same  person,"  Lord  Tenterden  seems  to 
have  inclined  to  the  opinion  that,  had  snch  a  union  existed,  an 
easement  of  support  would  have  arisen  upon  their  severance ;  [and 
to  the  same  effect  axe  the  dicta  of  Lord  Justice  Thesiger  in  Angus 
V.  Dalton{a)  and  JVheeldon  v.  Burrows  (b)'].  Such  an  acquisition 
of  an  easement  has  obviously  no  connection  with  the  title  by  pre- 
scription, but  rather  results  from  the  doctrine  of  the  disposition  of 
the  owner  of  two  tenements. 

It  might  also  be  urged  that  such  a  right  to  support  would  be  an 
easement  of  necessity,  as,  without  it,  the  house  granted  or  retained 
could  not  exist  (c).  The  right  of  support  in  cases  of  this  nature 
was  distinctly  recognized  in  the  civil  law  {d). 

The  more  ancient  authorities  appear  to  be  altogether  silent  upon 
the  point,  whether  such  an  easement  can  be  acquired  by  prescrip- 
tion ;  and  in  the  first  modem  case  which  bears  directly  upon  the 
subject  {e)f  the  declaration  waa  unfortunately  so  ill  drawn  that  the 
Court  were  not  called  upon  to  decide  the  question  of  right ;  and, 
indeed,  in  argument  hardly  any  attempt  appears  from  the  report 
to  have  been  made  to  maintain  the  right  to  support  upon  the 
general  principles  of  the  law  of  easements.  The  facts  of  this  case, 
the  points  made  in  argument,  and  the  reasons  which  influenced  the 
Court,  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment  delivered  by  Lord 
Tenterden. 

^^  This  was  a  special  action  upon  the  case  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  the  reversioners  of  a  house  in  Cheapside,  in  the  occupation 
of  their  tenant  under  a  lease,  against  the  defendants  as  owners  of 
the  adjoining  house,  for  injury  sustained  in  consequence  of  pulling 
down  the  defendants'  house.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration, 
after  alleging  the  plaintiffs'  interest  in  a  house  which  in  part 


(z)  (1829),  9  B.  &  C.  736 ;  33  B.  B. 
311. 

(a)  (1878),  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  at 
p.  167. 

{b)  (1879),  L.  B.  12  Oh.  Div.  at  p.  69. 
Gf.  the  judgment  in  Lugdalcv.  Robertson 
(1857),  3  K.  &  J.  695. 

(e)  [See  Richard*  v.  Rote,  ante,  p.  159 ; 
and  SuffUld  v.  Brown  (1864),  4  De  G.  J. 
&  8.186;  lOJur.N.S.  114;  83L.J.Ch. 
249,  ante,  p.  161.] 

{d)  Binas  quis  fodes  habebat  nni  oon- 


tignatione  iectas ;  ntrasque  diversiB  le- 
gavit :  dixi,  qnia  magis  placet  tignom 
porae  duorum  eflae,  ita  ut  oertee  partes 
cujnsque  sint  oontignationis,  ex  regione 
cnj  usque  domini  fore  tigna;  neo  uUam 
invicem  habituros  aotionem,  **ju8  non 
esse  immisBum  habere."  Nee  interest, 
pure  utrisque,  an  sub  oonditione  alteri 
cedes  legatae  sint. — Dig.  8,  2,  36,  de 
serv.  pned.  urb. 

(e)  Feyton  v.  Mayor  of  London  (1829), 
9B.&  0.725;  33  B.  B.  311. 
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adjoined  a  house  of  the  defendants,  charged  that  the  defendants 
nnskilfullj,  wrongfully,  and  improperly  altered,  pulled  down,  and 
removed  their  house  adjoining  to  the  plaintiffs'  house,  without 
shoring  up,  propping,  or  duly  securing  the  plaintiffs'  house,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  injured  by  the  altering, 
pulling  down,  and  removing  of  the  defendants'  house ;  so  that  for 
want  of  such  shoring  up,  propping,  or  otherwise  duly  securing 
the  plaintiffs'  house,  that  house  was  greatly  injured,  weakened, 
and  in  part  fell  down.  The  second  count,  alleging  that  the 
houses  adjoined  and  were  connected  by  a  party-wall,  cheirged  that 
the  defendants  so  negligently,  unskilfully,  wrongfully,  and  im- 
properly conducted  themselves  in  and  about  the  altering,  taking 
away,  puUing  down,  and  removing  the  defendants'  house,  that  the 
plaintiffs'  house  was,  by  such  negligent,  unskilful  and  improper 
conduct  greatly  weakened,  ruined  and  dilapidated,  and  in  part 
fell  down. 

*'  The  declaration  in  this  case  does  not  allege,  as  a  fact,  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  have  their  house  supported  by  the 
defendants'  house,  nor  does  it  in  our  opinion  contain  any  allega- 
tion from  which  a  title  to  such  support  can  be  inferred  as  a  matter 
of  law.  The  complaint  also  in  both  counts  relates  to  the  fact  of 
taking  down  the  defendants'  house,  and  the  manner  in  which  that 
was  done.  The  first  count  is  evidently  framed  upon  a  supposition 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  use  the  necessary  means 
to  sustain  the  plaintiffs'  house  when  they  took  down  their  own ; 
the  second  count  is  more  general,  but  it  does  not  charge  the  want 
of  notice  of  taking  down  the  defendants'  house  in  order  that  the 
plaintiffs  might  themselves  use  the  necessary  means  to  sustain 
their  own  property,  as  the  injury  complained  of :  and,  therefore, 
in  our  opinion  the  action  cannot  be  maintained  upon  the  want  of 
such  a  notice,  supposing  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  defendants 
were  bound  to  give  notice  beforehand ;  upon  which  point  of  law 
we  are  not,  in  this  case,  called  upon  to  give  any  opinion. 

^'I  have  been  thus  particular  in  noticing  the  declaration,  be- 
cause it  furnishes  an  answer  to  much  of  the  learned  arguments 
that  were  advanced  on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  in  support  of 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial. 

^'  At  the  trial  of  the  cause  before  me  at  Guildhall,  it  appeared 
upon  the  plaintiffs'  evidence  that  the  two  houses  were  very  old 
and  decayed,  the  party- wall  between  them  weak  and  defective ; 
that  for  some  time  pieces  of  timber,  called  struts,  have  been 
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carried  across  Honey  Lane,  on  the  etwt  side  whereof  the  defen- 
dants' house  was  situate,  to  the  opposite  house  on  the  west  side 
of  that  lane ;  that  the  plaintiffs'  house  adjoined  the  defendants* 
eastward ;  that  these  struts,  by  preventing  the  defendants'  house 
from  falling  westward,  had  the  effect  also  of  preventing  the 
plaintiffs'  house  from  falling  that  way  ;  that  when  the  defendants' 
house  was  taken  down  these  struts  were  necessarily  removed,  and 
no  other  and  longer  struts  substituted  extending  from  the  plain- 
tiffs' house  to  the  house  on  the  opposite  side  of  Honey  Lane,  nor 
any  upright  shores  placed  within  the  plaintiffs'  house  to  sustain 
the  floors  and  roof  without  the  aid  of  the  party- wall ;  and  if  either 
of  these  measures  had  been  adopted  the  plaintiffs'  house  might 
have  stood;  but  that,  neither  of  them  being  adopted,  it  soon 
became  separated  from  the  house  adjoining  to  it  on  the  eaat,  and 
either  partly  fell  or  was  necessarily  taken  down  and  rebuilt,  being 
injured,  dangerous,  and  jininhabitable.  It  did  not  appear  whether 
the  two  houses  had  been  erected  at  the  same  time,  or  at  different 
times ;  from  their  construction  it  seems  likely  that  they  were  built 
at  or  about  the  same  time.  The  freehold  was  then  in  different 
hands  ;  and  as  the  governors  of  the  hospital  are  not  likely  to  have 
bought  or  sold  in  modern  times,  it  is  probable  that  the  freehold 
was  also  in  different  hands  when  the. houses  were  built.  These, 
however,  are  but  conjectures ;  if  the  proof  of  the  facts  either  way 
would  have  aided  the  plaintiffs'  case,  it  was  their  duty  to  give 
the  proof. 

"  It  did  not  appear  that  the  defendants  gave  any  previous  notice 
of  the  intention  of  pulling  down  their  house,  or  of  the  time  of 
doing  so;  but  the  defective  state  of  both  houses  was  known  to 
the  parties.  There  had  been  previous  diBcussion  between  them, 
especially  with  regard  to  the  party-wall,  and  a  notice  of  rebuilding 
the  party-wall  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  had  been  given,  but 
the  defendants'  house  was  pulled  down  before  the  expiration  of 
the  time  mentioned  in  that  notice.  The  operation  of  taking  down 
the  defendants'  house  was  carried  on  by  day,  and  the  operation 
must  have  been  seen  and  known  by  the  tenant  and  occupier  of  the 
plaintiffs'  house. 

"  Upon  these  facts  appearing  at  the  trial,  I  was  of  opinion,  at 
the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  evidence,  that  it  was  their  duty  to 
support  their  own  house  by  shores  within  ;  and  upon  that  ground 
I  directed  a  nonsuit. 

"  A  rule  to  show  cause  for  setting  aside  the  nonsuit  was  granted 
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in  the  ensuing  term ;  cause  was  shown,  and  the  matter  very  well   ij^y^UJ^'^^y 
argued  on  both  sides  during  the  present  term.     We  have  con-     buildings, 
sidered  of  it ;  and  adverting  to  the  facts  proved,  and  to  the  want      Feytm  v. 
of  evidence  from  which  a  grant  to  the  plaintiffs  of  a  right  to       lw^, 
the  support  of  the  adjoining  hbuse  might  be  inferred,  and  to  the 
form  of  the  declaration,  we  think  the  nonsuit  was  right,  and  the 
rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged"  (/). 

Bromi  V.  Windsor  {g)  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  negligently  Bromi  v. 
and  carelessly  excavating  on  the  defendant's  own  land,  and  ^•'^^• 
thereby  withdrawing  the  support  from  the  plaintiff's  house,  which 
the  declaration  alleged  it  was  entitled  to.  It  appeared  that,  for 
about  twenty-six  yeai*s,  the  plaintiff  had  rested  his  house  upon  a 
pine  end  wall  belonging  to  the  defendant ;  this  had  been  originally 
done  by  permission  of  the  owner  of  the  wall ;  the  defendant,  by 
excavating  near  his  pine  end  wall,  caused^  it  to  sink,  and  thereby 
injured  the  plaintiff's  house,  which  rested  against  it.  The  jury 
found  that  this  excavation  was  made  in  a  careless  and  unskilful 
manner ;  a  motion  was  afterwards  made  to  set  aside  the  verdict ; 
but,  after  argument,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  {h)  held  that  the 
action  could  be  supported. 

This  case  cannot  be  cited  as  a  direct  authority  upon  the  point 
in  question,  as  the  Court  there  clearly  assumed  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  support  he  claimed :  thus,  Garrow,  B.,  said : 
"  When  such  an  easement  is  given,  the  owner  of  the  premises 
can  only  use  his  rights  subject  to  such  easement ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  allegation  as  to  the  easement  was  established  in 
evidence."  "  If  a  party,"  said  Vaughan,  B.,  "  grant  an  easement 
like  the  present,  and  then  act  so  that  it  cannot  be  enjoyed,  an 
action  lies." 

[In  the  case  of  Solomon  v.  Vintners^  Co,{i),  the  Court  of  Solomon  v. 
Exchequer  seems  to  have  been  of  opinion  that,  if  a  house  gets  out  ^^^^^^*'  ^o., 
of  the  perpendicular  and  leans  on  the  adjoining  house  for  twenty 
years,  no  right  of  support  would  be  acquired  under  such  circum- 
stances ;  but  that,  if  the  facts  of  the  case  had  raised  the  point, 
they  might  have  decided  that  it  would,  in  deference  to  Stamell  v. 
Jollardy  Hide  v.    Thornborough^  and  the  dicta  in  Humphries  v. 


(/)  See  also  Walters  and  others  v.  Tfeil  {ff)  (1830),  1  Or.  &  J.  20. 

(1829),  1  Moo.   &  Mai.  362;  Masmj  v.  (A)  Garrow,   B.,   Vaughan,   B.,  and 

Goyder  (1829),  4  Car.  &  P.  161 ;  34  R.  R.  BoUand,  B. 

782.                                                    .  (•)  (1859),4H.&N.585;above,p.392. 
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[Brogden,  It  may  be  observed  that  these  decisions  and  dicta, 
referred  to  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  appear  not  to  refer  to  a 
state  of  things  arising  from  accidental  circumstances  and  from 
which  no  grant  can  properly  be  implied,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
support  afforded  by  the  drowning  of  a  mine ;  and  that  any  claim 
of  a  right  of  support  arising  from  an  accidental  sinking  of  the 
house  might  therefore  be  disposed  of  without  at  all  interfering 
with  the  authority  of  the  decisions  doubted  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  or  the  numerous  dicta  already  referred  to  in  accord- 
ance with  those  decisions. 

In  Lemaitre  v.  Davis  (A-),  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  eastern 
wall  of  his  tenement  had  for  more  than  sixty  years  depended  for 
support  upon  the  western  wall  of  the  defendant's  house,  and 
claimed  damages  for  the  loss  of  this  support.  Hall,  V.-C,  held, 
upon  the  facts,  that  the  support  claimed  had  been  enjoyed,  and 
that  the  defendants  had  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  enjoyment, 
and  decided  that  the  plaintiff  had  acquired  the  easement  claimed 
by  virtue  of  the  Prescription  Act.  He  could  see  no  sound  dis- 
tinction between  the  cases  of  support  by  land  and  support  by 
buildings,  and  therefore  thought  the  case  was  covered  by  Dalton 
V.  Angus. 

This  is  an  express  decision  that  the  easement  may  be  acquired 
by  enjoyment  alone,  provided  that  the  enjoyment  be  open,  peace- 
able, and  as  of  right ;  but  the  analogy  to  the  right  of  support 
from  the  adjacent  soil,  on  which  the  decision  rests,  may  be 
thought  to  be  somewhat  incomplete,  and  the  case  may  yet  be 
reviewed  by  a  Court  of  Appeal. 

In  Toiie  V.  Preston  (/),  Denman,  J.,  adopted  the  principles  laid 
down  by  Hall,  V.-C,  in  Lemaitre  v.  Davis,  but  held  that  in  the 
particular  case  before  him  the  enjoyment  had  been  precarious. 

In  Gateley  v.  JET.  J.  Martin^  Ltd.  (m),  the  plaintiff  and  a  certain 
company  were  owners  of  adjoining  houses,  numbered  35  and  36 
respectively  in  the  same  street.  The  action  was  brought  for  the  loss 
of  support  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  caused  by  the  removal  by  the 
defendants,  who  were  contractors  for  the  company,  of  the  company's 
adjoining  house.  It  was  found  by  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff's 
house  had  uninterruptedly  enjoyed  support  from  the  adjoining 


(k)  (1881),  L.  R.  19  Ch.  D.  281.  (I)  (1883),  L.  R.  24  Ch.  D.  739. 

(w)  [1900]  2  It.  I^.  269. 
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[house  for  twenty  years  before  the  action,  but  the  jury  was  unable    Enjoyinfiiit 
to  agree  whether  such  enjoyment  was  open  and  notorious.  ' 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury,  on  these  findings,  to  find  a  Martin,' 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  and  on  such  verdict  gave  judgment 
accordingly.  A  motion  to  set  the  judgment  aside  was  dismissed, 
and  Palles,  C.  B.,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  (n), 
after  referring  to  Lemaitre  v.  Davis^  and  quoting  a  passage  from 
the  judgment  of  Hall,  V.-C,  said :  "  There  the  enjoyment  of  the 
easement  was  open  and  known.  In  the  present  case  there  is  no 
evidence  to  show  that  it  was  known,  or  reasonably  could  have  been 
known,  to  the  owner  of  the  alleged  servient  tenement  that  his 
house,  in  fact,  afforded  support  to  that  of  the  plaintiff." 

In  Union  Lighterage  Co.  v.  London  Graving  Dock  Co,  (o),  a  right  of  TTnion 
support  was  claimed  for  a  dock  by  means  of  tie-rods  passing  imder  y^jJ![don 
the  ground  and  fastened  to  piles  which  were  driven  into  the  soil  of  ^^l^*!? 
an  adjoining  wharf.  The  dock  and  wharf  had  formerly  belonged 
to  the  same  owner,  who  had  put  in  the  tie-rods  in  1860.  In  1877 
the  wharf  was  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  then  owners,  with- 
out any  express  reservation  of  a  right  of  support  to  the  dock.  In 
1886  the  same  owners  conveyed  the  dock  to  the  defendants'  pre- 
decessors in  title.  The  defendants  claimed  the  right  to  support  by 
implied  reservation,  and  also  as  a  prescriptive  easement ;  but  it  was 
held  by  a  majority  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  (p)  that  the  claim  failed 
on  both  grounds-^as  to  the  claim  by  implied  reservation  on  the 
ground  that  the  right  claimed  was  not  an  easement  of  necessity,  and 
as  to  the  claim  based  upon  prescription  on  the  ground  that  the  enjoy- 
ment had  been  clam.  The  following  passage  occurs  in  the  judg- 
ment of  Homer,  L.  J. :  "  Now,  on  principle,  it  appears  to  me  that 
a  prescriptive  right  to  an  easement  over  a  man's  land  should  only 
be  acquired  when  the  enjoyment  has  been  open — that  is  to  say,  of 
such  a  character  that  an  ordinary  owner  of  the  land,  diligent  in 
the  protection  of  his  interests,  would  have,  or  must  be  taken  to 
have,  a  reasonable  opportunity  of  becoming  aware  of  that  enjoy- 
ment." His  lordship  referred  to  the  speeches  of  Lord  Selbome, 
Lord  Penzance,  and  Lord  Blackburn  in  Dalton  v.  Angus, 

In  the  course  of  the  judgment  of  Stirling,  L.  J.,  he  remarks :  "  I 
think  that  Dalton  v.  Angm  establishes  that  there  must  be  some 


(»)  PaUee,    C.   B.,    and  Gibson  and  [o)  [1902]  2  Ch.  657. 

Hadden,  JJ.  {p)  Komer  and  Stirling,  L.  JJ. 
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^ against  whom  the  right  is  oiaimed. 

Light^age  Co.  Yaughan  Williams,  L.  J.,  who  dissented  from  the  judgment  of 
\.  London  the  majority  of  the  Court,  whilst  recognizing  the  rule  that  any 
Dock  Co,  right  over  the  tenement  granted  must  be  expressly  reserved  in  the 
grant,  thought  that  the  tie-rods  forined  a  corporeal  part  of  the 
dock,  and  were  reserved  with  it  as  being  appurtenant  thereto.  On 
the  question  of  the  prescriptive  right,  he  referred  to  the  remarks 
of  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Solomon  v.  Vintners^  Co,,  to  the  effect  that  the 
enjoyment  must  be  of  right,  which  it  cannot  be  unless  openly  and 
visibly  enjoyed,  and  continued :  "  Bramwell,  B.,  is  speaking  of  a 
weakly  built  house  gradually  coming  to  lean  against  some  adjacent 
house.  Such  support  is  manifestly  not  visible  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  support  is  upon  some  structure  or  some  part  of  an  adjacent  house 
which  is  intentionally  appropriated  as  a  means  of  support.  Such  a 
case  seems,  whatever  may  be  the  case  where  the  support  is  by  one 
house  coming  in  course  of  time  to  lean  against  another,  clearly  to 
fall  within  the  Prescription  Act  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  o.  71).  In  the 
case  of  an  artificial  support,  such  as  there  is  in  the  present  case, 
I  shall  assume,  notwithstanding  the  observations  of  Lord  Black- 
bum  in  Dalton  v.  Angus,  that  acquiescence,  and  therefore  know- 
ledge, or  means  of  knowledge,  is  the  basis  of  the  easement,  whether 
.  the  right  of  support  is  based  on  the  Prescription  Act  or  on  the 
fiction  of  lost  grant.  I  agree,  speaking  of  easements  generally, 
that  mere  enjoyment  is  not  sufficient  to  create  the  prescriptive 
right.  This  is  only  true  in  respect  of  the  right  to  light.  In  order 
to  gain  for  the  owner  of  the  land  by  enjoyment  a  title  to  some 
advantage  from  or  upon  his  neighbour's  adjacent  close,  greater 
than  would  naturally  belong  to  him,  the  advantage  must  be  one 
the  enjoyment  of  which  is,  or  ought  to  be,  known  to  the  neigh- 
bour, and  could,  without  destruction  or  serious  injury  to  his  own 
close,  be  interrupted  by  him.  See  the  summary  of  the  first  argu- 
ment in  the  House  of  Lords  mentioned  by  Lord  Blackburn  in  his 
speech  in  Dalton  v.  Angus.  But  in  the  ease  of  easements  of 
support  by  artificial  means,  expressly  adopted  for  the  purposes, 
which  encroach  upon  adjacent  land  by  buildings  or  by  structures 
of  any  sort,  such  as  the  wharf  and  dock  respectively  in  the  present 
case,  I  think  that  the  interest  of  the  commimity,  and  especially  of 
the  inhabitants  of  large  towns,  reqiiires  that  those  who  occupy 
adjacent  buildings  or  structures  should  be  taken  to  be  warned  of 
the  inherent  probability  of  one  building  or  structure  being  con- 
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[nected  with  and  supported  by  some  adjacent  structure  or  building,    Enjoyment 

and  that  this  is  especially  so  in  a  case  where  the  owner  of  the  ; .' 

alleged  servient  tenement  is  aware  that  that  tenement,  as  well  as  Lighterage  Co. 
the  alleged  dominant  tenement,  at  the  time  of  the  construction  of     ▼•  London 
the  structure  on  the  dominant  tenement,  belonged  to  one  and  the  co, 

same  owner.  In  such  a  ca^e  it  seems  to  me  that  a  very  little 
ought  to  put  the  owner  of  such  a  tenement  upon  enquiry,  and  that 
if  he  makes  no  enquiry  knowledge  ought  to  be  imputed  to  him/ 
He  is  at  least  in  the  possession  of  knowledge  which  ought  to  put 
him  on  enquiry.  Indeed,  it  appears  both  from  the  passage  about 
the  relation  of  acquiescence  to  prescription  which  I  have  quoted 

from  Lord  Blackburn's  judgment,  and  from  the  summary  which  I       

have  quoted,  that  proof  of  actual  knowledge  is  not  essential  to 
acquiescence.  It  is  suflScient  if  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement 
ought  to  have  known.     It  is  sufficient  if  he  had  the  means  of  > 

knowledge.     This  makes  the  user  open.'' 

The  questions,  whether  in  such  cases  as  that  put  in  the  judgment  Whether 
in  Solomon  v.  Vintners^  Co,^  where  the  tenement  actually  leans  n^^y©. 
over  the  boundary  of  the  adjacent  property  and  rests  upon  the 
neighbouring  tenement,  the  easement  claimed  is  a  negative  or  a 
positive  easement,  and  whether  any  right  could  be  acquired  to 
such  an  easement  under  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  depend  upon  the 
same  considerations  as  were  advanced  in  the  judgments  in  Dalton 
V.  Angus  [q).  In  these  respects,  no  valid  distinction  exists 
between  the  case  where  a  house  actually  leans  out  of  the  perpen- 
dicular upon  the  adjacent  house,  and  where  it  is  constructed  upon 
a  piece  of  land,  so  that  the  removal  of  the  subjacent  land  must 
xause  its  fall. 

It  appears  from  the  arguments  in  some  cases  to  have  been  Limitation 
supposed  that,  if  the  right  of  support  for  the  soil,  or  the  acquired  ^^o^- 
right  of  support  for  buildings  thereupon,  had  been  held  to  be 
a  positive  easement  giving  the  owner  of  the  soil  a  right  of  action 
when  so  much  of  the  adjacent  soil  had  been  removed  that  it 
could  be  found  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  insufficient  support  had 
been  left,  though  no  damage  had  yet  actually  occurred,  then,  as 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  must  begin  to  run  in  respect  of  that 
cause  of  action  from  the  time  when  such  a  state  of  things  arose, 
no  right  of  action  would  exist  for  a  subsidence  occurring  more 
than  six  years  after  the  removal  of  the  soil  which  ultimately 


{q)  Above,  pp.  396  to  402. 
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Whether 
easement 
negative. 


Tigni  immit- 
tendi. 


OneraTioini 
sostinendi. 


[caused  it.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  point  out  that  this  is  not 
a  well-founded  notion.  For,  in  the  supposed  case,  the  easement 
of  the  right  of  support  would  be  an  incorporeal  hereditament  in 
fee  continuing  to  exist,  and  binding  the  successive  owners  of  the 
servient  tenement;  and  it  never  has  been  suggested  that  there 
is  no  remedy  for  the  present  infringement  of  an  existing  easement, 
merely  because  the  owner  of  it  has  abstained  for  six  years  from 
bringing  an  action  for  a  former  infringement  of  it  (r). 

On  the  other  hand  questions  of  great  difficulty  will  arise  in  the 
present  state  of  the  law  in  actions  for  subsidence  caused  by  the  acts 
of  persons  who  have  long  ceased  to  be  connected  with  the  land  («).] 

By  the  Civil  Law,  two  servitudes  were  recognized,  the  "  servitus 
tigni  immittendi,"  and  the  "servitus  onera  vicini  sustinendi," 
both  belonging  to  this  latter  class  of  support  of  one  house  from 
the  adjoining  house  (t) ;  the  former  imposed  the  liability  of 
support  alone,  while  the  latter  also  imposed  the  anomalous  obliga- 
tion of  repair  on  the  servient  tenement.  But  even  this,  the  most 
oppressive  servitude  known  to  the  law,  allowed  the  servient  owner 
to  pull  down  his  house  for  the  purpose  of  repair,  without  propping 
up  the  dominant  tenement,  no  matter  what  danger  he  thereby 
exposed  it  to. 


Negligence  in 
]aw  and  in 
fact. 


Negligence  in 
law  always 
actionable. 


Sect.  4. — Negligence  (m). 

In  the  cases  as  to  the  right  of  support  to  land  and  houses  from 
the  soil  and  buildings  adjoining,  much  stress  has  been  laid  upon 
the  negligence  imputed  to  the  party  charged ;  and  some  misap- 
prehension appears  to  have  prevailed,  at  least  in  argument,  with 
reference  to  this  point.  This  has  probably  arisen  from  the  want 
of  precision  in  the  use  of  the  term  negligence,  which  per  se  is 
insufficient  to  express  the  distinction  between  negligence  in  law 
and  negligence  in  fact. 

Negligence  in  law  is  always  actionable,  but  great  uncertainty 
appears  to  exist  as  to  the  cases  in  which  negligence  in  fact  will 
afford  foundation  for  a  right  of  action.     If  a  man  has  a  right  of 


(r)  See  Barhy  Main  Colliery  Co.  v. 
Mitchell  (1886),  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas.  127; 
and  abovei  p.  374,  n. 

(«)  See,  e.g.,  Greniwdl  v.  Low  Beech' 
hum  Coal  Co.,  [1897]  2  Q.  B.  165; 
Jlall  7.  Duke  of  Norfolk,  [1900]  2  Ch. 
493. 

if)  Item  urbanoram  pre&dionim  servi- 


tutcs  sunt,  ut  vicinus  onera  vicini  sns- 
tineat ;  ut  in  parietem  ejiis  liceat  Tioino 
tignum  immittere. — Inst.  2,  3,  1.  Vide 
post,  Incidents  of  Easements. 

{ti)  [As  the  law  of  negligence  is  only 
indirectly  connected  with  the  subject- 
matter  of  this  treatise,  only  such  refer- 
ences haye  been  added  as  relate  closely 
to  the  law  of  easements.] 
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easement  in  a  support,  and  his  neighbour  invades  it,  he  is  liable  Negligence  in 
to  an  action — no  matter  how  carefully  he  may  have  done  the  act         fact, 
complained  of ;  but  it  is  by  no  means  equally  clear,  where  a  party  Not  clear 
is  not  bound  by  any  easement,  that  he  may  not  be  liable  for  the  ''^tether 
damage  resulting  from  his  negligence  in  fact  (x),  fact  may  not 

be  80. 

The  first  branch  of  this  proposition  appears  suflBciently  obvious.  Negligence 
It  has  been  recognized  as  law  in  many  ancient  decisions  that  an  ^ 
action  lies  for  any  act  done  by  a  man  in  using  his  own  property, 
whereby  the  rights  of  another  are  injured,  imless  such  act  be 
altogether  inevitable  and  beyond  his  control  (y). 

The  civil  law  appears  to  agree  with  these  authorities:  "  If  from  Ciyil law. 
the  roof  of  a  house,  tiles  thrown  down  by  the  wind  should  cause 
damage  to  a  neighbour,  the  owner  of  the  house  is  liable,  if  it 
happen  through  any  defect  of  the  house ;  but  not  if  it  happens 
through  the  violence  of  the  winds  or  other  act  of  God— qu&  alia 


[x)  [In  the  old  digests,  under  the  head 
of  actions  on  the  case  for  negligence,  are 
ranged  instances  of  neglect  or  breach  of 
duty,  in  which  the  proper  question  for 
the  jury  would  be  simply  whether  the 
defendant  had  done  or  omitted  to  do 
some  act,  or  some  result  was  the  conse- 
quence of  his  act,  and  not  whether  he 
had  been  guilty  of  negligence.  In  such 
oases  it  was  the  practice,  in  conformity 
with  the  precedents  (see,  however,  Smith 
y.  Martin,  2  Wms.  Saund.  400),  to 
allege  negligence  in  the  declaration, 
parUy,  perhaps,  to  show  that  the  count 
was  in  case  not  trespass,  partly  because 
of  the  unsettled  state  at  the  time  of  the 
law  upon  the  subject.  But  it  is  now 
dear  that  the  allegation  of  negligence 
is  uxmecessary  in  such  cases.  Thus  in 
mihy  V.  tarter  (1859),  4  H.  &  N.  153,  a 
count  for  taking  away  support  was  held 
good  on  demurrer,  though  negligence 
was  not  allojred ;  and  in  Huwphriea.Y. 
Brogden  (1848),  12  Q.  B.  739,  the  count 
alleged  negligence,  and,  though  negli- 
gence was  not  proved,  the  plaintiff  was 
held  to  be  entitled  to  recover  on  it.  "If 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  support 
of  the  defendant's  land,  and  was 
deprived  of  it,  the  absence  of  negligence 
is  immaterial.*'  Broxcn  v.  Robins  (1859), 
4  H.  &  N.  193,  per  Martin,  B.  Sec  ace. 
Hatner  v.  EnowUs  (1861),  6  H.  &  N. 
464;  S.  C,  30  L.  J.  Exch.  102;  Hunt 
V.  Feake  (1860),  29  L.  J.  Ch.  787,  per 
Wood,  V.-C. 
The  author *s   heading  of    '*  Negli- 


gence in  Law  "  appears  to  include  two 
classes  of  cases :  (1)  cases  of  trespass 
and  of  disturbance  of  easements,  and 
(2)  breaches  of  absolute  duties  attached 
to  certain  circumstances,  such  as  the 
custody  of  fire  or  other  dangerous  sub- 
stances. Neither  class  necessarily  in- 
volves negligence  in  the  popular  sense 
of  the  word.] 

(y)  In  the  earlier  editions  of  this 
treatifc  this  passage  was  illustrated  by 
reference  in  the  text  to  the  foUowing 
authorities:  G  £dw.  4,  7,  pi.  18,  cited 
in  fkott  V.  Shepherd  (1783),  2  W.  Blackst. 
895 ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  454  ;  its  effect 
stated  in  Smith  v.  Kenrick  (1849),  7 
C.  B.  663;  Wearer  v.  Ward,  Hobart, 
1 34 ;  1  RoUe's  Abridg.  tit.  Action  sur 
Case,  B.  p.  1  ;  Turberville  y.  Stampe 
(1698),  1  Lord  Raymond,  264;  Com. 
32;  1  Salk.  13;  12  Mod.  151;  Skin. 
281 ;  Cases  temp.  Holt,  9  ;  Carth.  426 ; 
Comb.  459  (M.  9,  W.  3);  Comyns' 
Digest,  Action  upon  the  case  for  mis- 
feasance, A.  4  ;  Sntton  v.  Clarke  (1815), 
6  Taunt.  44  ;  16  R.  R.  663  ;  Vaughan  v. 
Menlove  (1837),  4  Scott,  244  ;  S.  C,  3 
Bing.  N.  C.  468;  43  R.  R.  711; 
Preface  V. 

None  of  these  authorities,  however, 
deals  directly  with  the  subject  of  ease- 
ments, and  it  is  thought  unnecesaiy  to 
retain  a  discussion  of  them  in  the  text. 
Upon  the  question,  see  Broom*s  Legal 
Maxims  (7th  ed.),  p.  281,  <'Sic  utere 
tuo  ut  alienum  non  Itedas.'* 
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in  law. 


Civil  law. 


N®?^}firenco  ratione  qua©  vim  habet  divinam."  And  the  reason  is  given  for 
the  limitation  of  this  rule:  "Without  this  restriction  the  law 
would  be  unjust ;  for  it  is  impossible  to  make  a  building  so  strong 
as  to  resist  the  force  of  a  river,  the  sea,  a  tempest,  a  fire,  or  an 
earthquake  "  (z).  The  only  exception  mentioned  in  another  place 
is  inevitable  accident  (a).  This  is  expressed  in  our  law  by  the 
maxim,  "  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Isedas" — a  maxim  equally 
applicable  to  an  easement,  when  once  legally  acquired,  as  to  any 
of  the  rights  of  property  instanced  in  these  decisions.  It  can 
scarcely  be  contended  that  the  careful  manner  in  which  a  wall 
was  built  could  be  any  defence  for  the  obstruction  of  an  ancient 
window,  if  such  be  the  consequence  of  its  erection;  or  that  an 
excavation,  which  caused  the  fall  of  an  ancient  house,  could  be 
justified  on  the  ground  that  all  possible  precaution  was  taken  to 
guard  against  such  an  accident. 

The  further  question  remains  to  be  considered,  whether  a  man 
acting  in  the  exercise  of  his  undoubted  rights  of  property,  and 
doing  damage  to  his  neighbour  which  under  some  circumstances 
might  be  justifiable,  is  liable  to  an  action  if  the  damage  might 
have  been  prevented  by  the  use  of  reasonable  care  and  precaution 
on  his  part. 

This  question  also  turns  upon  the  application  of  the  maxim, 
"  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  locdas  " ;  and  as  it  is  not  contested 
that,  in  the  interpretation  of  this  maxim,  "alienum"  must  be 
taken  to  mean  "  the  rights  of  the  neighbouring  owner,"  and  that, 
therefore,  no  action  can  be  maintained  unless  both  injury  and 
damage  are  sustained,  the  real  point  to  be  decided  is — whether,  in 
the  absence  of  any  easement  restricting  the  neighbouring  owner, 
a  party  has  a  right  to  impose  upon  such  owner  a  limitation  as  to 
the  mode  of  doing  a  thing,  which  is  one  of  the  undoubted  rights 
of  property,  and  the  performance  of  which  he  clearly  has  no  right 
to  prevent. 


N^lig^ence 
in  net. 


{z)  Servius  quoque  putat,  si  ex  tedi- 
bus  promissoris  vento  tegulse  dojectae 
damnum  yicino  dederint,  ita  eum  teneri, 
a.  eedificii  vitio  id  acciderit,  non  si 
violenti^  ventorum,  vel  quil  aliA  ra- 
tioDe,  quee  vim  habet  divinam.  Labeo 
et  rationem  adjicit:  quod  si  hoc  non 
adniittatur,  iniquum  erit :  quod  enim 
tarn  iirmum  ledifidum  est,  ut  fluminis, 
ant  maris,  aut  tcmpestatis,  aut  ruinse, 
incendii,  aut  tcrrse  motiis  vim  sustinere 
possit.— Big.  39,  2,  24,  §  4,  de  damno 
infecto. 


(a)  CassiuR  quoque  scribit,  qnod 
contra  ea  damnum  datum  est,  cui  liulla 
ope  occurri  poterit,  stipulationem  non 
tenere. — Ibid.  §  8. 

Si  damni  infccti  eedium  meamm 
nomine  tibi  promisero,  deinde  bee  (edes 
vi  tempestatis  in  tua  eedificia  ceciderint, 
eaqua  dirucrint,  nihil  ex  e&  stipulatione 
prsBstari ;  quia  nullum  damnum  vitio 
mearum  tedium  tibi  contingit ;  nisi  forte 
ita  vitiosffi  mete  eedes  f uerint,  ut  qnalibet 
vel  minimft  tempestate  ruerint.  Hseo 
omnia  vera  sunt. — Ibid.  §  10. 
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"  If  a  man  sustains  damage,"  says  Bayley,  J.,  "  by  the  wrongful    Negligence 

act  of  another,  he  is  entitled  to  a  remedy ;  but,  to  give  him  that  '- — 

title,  these  two  things  must  concur — damage  to  himself,  and  a  jnj^^miwt 
wrong  committed  by  the  other.     That  he  has  sustained  damage  concur, 
is  not  of  itself  sufficient."     Rex  v,  Commismncrs  of  the  Pagham 
Level  {h). 

Thus,  supposing  there  were  two  modem  houses,  and  the  owner 
of  one  were  desirous  of  pulling  down  his  house,  the  consequence 
of  which,  if  done  in  the  most  convenient  and  economical  manner, 
would  be  damage  to  the  neighbouring  house,  by  suddenly  with- 
drawing the  support  which  it  had  hitherto  received,  but  to  which 
it  had  no  claim ;  while  a  more  gradual  withdrawal  of  the  support 
might  not  have  been  attended  with  the  same  danger; — has  the 
neighbouring  owner  any  right  of  action  against  him  if  he  do  not 
adopt  the  latter  mode  ? 

Some  modem  authorities  would  appear  to  answer  this  question  Vagueness  of 
broadly  in  the  affirmative,  and  to  lay  it  down  as  being  in  every  ^  "°®' 
case  at  large  for  the  decision  of  the  jury,  whether  a  reasonable 
degree  of  caution  has  been  exercised.  The  inconvenience  that 
must  result  from  the  absence  of  some  more  precise  and  definite  rule 
of  law  is  obvious.  A  man  could  scarcely  exercise  upon  his  own 
land  one  of  the  most  ordinary  rights  of  property  without  exposing 
himself  to  an  action  for  damages:  the  event  of  which  would 
depend  upon  the  varying  opinion  of  a  jury,  founded  on  the  pro- 
verbially conflicting  testimony  of  surveyors  (c). 

As  the  case  put  supposes  that  no  easement  has  been  acquired, 
the  party  must  have  been  in  the  enjoyment  of  that  to  which  he 
had,  by  law,  no  title,  and  which  enjoyment  the  neighbouring 
owner  might  at  any  time  have  determined  by  his  own  act  {d). 

Where,  however,  a  party  chooses  to  obtain  a  remedy  by  his  own  Care  in 
act,  without  having  recourse  to  law,  a  condition  is  imposed  upon  crM^menu." 
him,  that  he  shall  use  no  unnecessary  violence.  If,  therefore,  a 
beam  be  wrongfully  inserted  into  a  neighbouring  house,  or  the 
outer  walls  cohere  either  from  the  cement  or  the  bricks  dovetailing, 
the  party  proposing  to  remove  the  beam  or  the  bricks  improperly 
inserted  in  his  wall  must  use  no  imnecessary  violence ;  and  in  this 


(h)  (1828),  8  B.  &  C.  356 ;  33  R.  R.  Bing.  N.  0.  334  ;  3  Scott,  699  ;  43  R.  R. 

406  ;  [and  the  notes  to  AMy  r.  White,  559 

1  Smith,  L.  C,  11th  ed.  p.  240].  '                                                   „    , 

((?)   Walters  Y.  Ffeil  (1829),  1  Moo.  &  (rf)  [(7a«/brrfv.iSlrAo//*  (1854),  9Exch. 

M.  362;   Troww  v.  Chadtciek  (1836),  3  708.] 

G.  27 
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Negligence    respeot  it  must  obviously  be  immaterial  whether  hia  object  be 
simply  to  resist  the  usurpation,  or,  in  addition  thereto,  to  remove 


reraoSttg^en-  ^  whole  building,  either  'with  or  without  an  intention  to  recon- 

croaohmente.    struct  it. 

Beyond  this,  it  appears  difficult  to  see  on  what  principle  any 
restriction  can  be  imposed  upon  a  party  in  the  free  use  of  his  own 
property,  so  long  as  he  confines  himself  strictly  within  its  limits  {e). 
There  are,  however,  cases  which  have  been  adduced  as  authorities 
opposed  to  this  doctrine,  such  as  the  case  in  which  air  has  been 
corrupted  by  gas  and  other  works ;  but  in  these  instances  there  is 
a  clear  invasion  of  common  right:  and,  therefore,  the  analogy 
seems  to  fail.  A  man  requires  an  easement  to  entitle  him  to  the 
lateral  passage  of  light  and  air ;  but  he  requires  no  easement  to 
give  him  a  right  of  action  against  his  neighbour  who  immits  upon 
his  land  air  in  a  corrupted  state,  and  thus  commits  a  quasi  trespass 
upon  him.  The  real  ground  of  action  in  this  case  is  not  what  he 
does  on  his  own,  but  what  he  does  on  the  complainant's  land ;  not 
the  rendering  the  air  impure,  but  the  transmitting  it  in  that  state 
to  his  neighbour  (/). 

In  Walters  v.  P/eil  {g)y  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  or  their 
tenants  had  neglected  to  take  any  precaution,  by  shoring  up  their 
houses  within,  or  in  any  other  way,  against  the  effects  of  pidling 
down  the  defendant's  house  adjoining ;  and  it  appeared  that  this 
might  have  been  so  done,  and  that  the  accident  would  not  in  that 
case  have  happened  to  the  same  extent.  There  was,  also,  evidence 
to  show  that  the  accident  was  owing  to  the  bad  foundations  of  the 
plaintiffs'  houses ;  but  there  was  conflicting  evidence  as  to  whether, 
by  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  workmen,  the  fnischief 
might  have  been  entirely  avoided. 


TFaltert  v. 
P/eiL 


{e)  See  Davit  v.  London  and  Blackwall 
Hail.  Co.  (1840),  1 M.  &  G.  799 ;  and  Brad- 
heey,  Christ's  Hospital  (ISA2),  4  M.  &  G. 
714.  See  the  j  adgment  of  Tindal,  C.  J. ,  in 
the  latter  ease  on  the  thirteenth  objection. 
"The  declaration  charges  the  defen- 
dants with  conducting  themselves  so 
oarelesslj,  negligently,  and  improperly, 
in  pulling  down  their  house,  and  in 
neglecting  to  use  proper  precautions  in 
that  behalf,  that  large  quantities  of 
brick,  mortar,  &c.  fell  from  the  defen- 
dant's house  into  and  upon  the  plaintiff's 
house,  broke  the  windows,  &c."  "  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  complains  not  of 
some  mere  omission  on  the  part  of  the 


defendants,  but  of  their  doing  certain 
acts  in  so  negligent  a  manner  that  by 
those  very  acts  the  plaintiff's  house  wa8 
injured."  So  in  Davis  y.  The  Blacktcall 
Bail,  Co,,  the  charge  was  that  the  defen- 
dants caused  a  house  to  fall  against  the 
plaintiff's.  \lii  Le  Lierre  v.  GotUd, 
[1893]  1  Q.  B.  at  p.  497,  Lord  Esher, 
li.  R.,  said:  *'Aman  is  entitled  to  be 
as  negligent  as  he  pleases  towards  the 
whole  world  if  he  owes  no  duty  to 
them."] 

(/)  \y^'  ^^  ^  impure  water,  Ballard 
V.  Tomlimon  (1886),  L.  B.  29  Ch.  Div. 
115.] 

Cv)  (1829),  Moo.  ft  Malk.  362. 
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Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up,  said :  "  It  is  now 
settled  that  the  owner  of  premises  adjoining  those  pulled  down 
must  shore  up  his  own  in  the  inside,  and  do  everything  proper  to 
be  done  upon  them  for  their  preservation.  That  has  not  been 
done  here ;  and  it  seems  that  if  it  had  been,  it  would  have  given 
security.  Still  the  omission  does  not  necessarily  defeat  the  action  ; 
if  the  pulling  down  be  irregularly  and  improperly  done,  and  the 
injury  is  produced  thereby,  the  person  so  acting  may  be  liable  for 
it,  although  the  owner  of  the  house  destroyed  may  not  have  done 
all  that  he  ought  for  his  own  protection.  If,  therefore,  you 
think  that  the  house  of  the  defendant  was  pulled  down  in  a 
wasteful,  negligent,  and  improvident  manner,  so  as  to  occasion 
greater  risk  to  the  plaintiffs  than  in  the  ordinary  course  of  doing 
the  work  they  would  have  incurred,  then  I  think  the  defendant 
liable  to  make  compensation  for  the  consequences  of  his  want  of 
caution ;  if  you  think  that  fair  and  proper  caution  was  exercised, 
then  the  defendant  will  be  enlitleiOo  aTverdiclT^ 

In  Bodd  V.  Holme  (A),  the  action  was  brought  for  digging  the  Doddv, 
foundations  of  an  intended  building  on  a  piece  of  land  next  ^' 
adjoining  an  adjacent  house  of  the  plaintiffs',  so  carelessly,  &o., 
that  the  waUs  and  foundations  of  the  plaintiffs'  ancient  house  sank 
and  gave  way :  the  other  counts  were  similar — and  all,  except  the 
last,  stated  it  to  be  an  ancient  house.  At  the  trial  it  appeared 
that  the  house  was  ancient,  and  that  the  defendants  excavated  on 
their  own  ground,  being  about  four  feet  from  the  plaintiffs'  house. 
After  the  excavation,  the  plaintiffs'  gable  wall  bulged — ^the 
defendants  made  an  ineffectual  attempt  to  shore  it  up,  but  it  gave 
way  in  all  directions,  and  it  became  necessary  to  rebuild  it.  On 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  evidence  was 'given,,  that  if  the  wall  had 
been  shored  properly,  and  in  time,  it  would  not  have  given  way. 
On  the  part  of  the  defendants  evidence  was  given,  that  the  wall 
was  in  so  rotten  a  state  that  it  could  not  have  been  effectually 
shored,  and  was  pressed  upon  by  a  great  weight  of  rubbish  on  the 
plaintiffs'  premises,  and  that,  even  if  undisturbed,  it  could  not  have 
stood  six  months.  It  appears,  also,  to  have  been  contended,  that 
if  a  man  build  to  the  extremity  of  his  own  land,  antiquity  of 
possession  would  not  give  him  any  right  "  to  prevent  a  neighbour 


(A)  (1834),  1  A.  &  E.  493 ;  2  Nev.  & 
Man.  739 ;  40  R.  R.  344.  [As  to  this 
case,  see  the  observatioxis  of  the  Court  in 


Humphries  v.  Brogdm  (1850),  12  Q.  B. 
749  ;  76  R.  R.  402  ;  and  in  Oayford  v. 
Nicholh  (1854),  9  Ezch.  708.] 
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from  using  his  own  land  lying  adjacent."    The  learned  judge 
.  stated  the  law  to  be  as  follows : — 

"  If  I  have  a  building  on  my  own  land,  which  I  leave  in  the 
same  state,  and  my  neighbour  digs  in  his  land  adjacent  so  as  to 
pull  down  my  wall,  he  is  liable  to  an  action.  If,  however,  I  had 
loaded  my  wall  so  that  it  had  more  on  it  than  it  could  well  bear, 
he  would  not  be  liable."  And  he  stated  the  question  for  the  jury 
to  be,  "  whether  the  fall  was  occasioned  by  the  defendants'  negli- 
gence or  by  its  own  infirmity,  in  which  latter  case  they  should  find 
for  the  defendants."  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 
In  Michjielmas  Term  following  a  new  trial  was  moved  for,  on 
the  "ground  that  the  learned  judge  had  misdirected  the  jury, 
inasmuch  as  they  might  have  been  led  by  the  summing-up  to 
suppose,  that  the  mere  act  of  digging  neeo*  the  plaintiffs'  land,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  wall  fell,  was  negligence,  for  which  an 
action  lay,  unless  the  wall  wcus  improperly  loaded ;  whereas  the  real 
question  was,  whether  the  work  had  been  done  by  the  defendants 
in  a  negligent  manner,  or  with  as  much  care  as  the  circumstances 
allowed  :  it  was  also  contended  that  it  should  have  been  left  to  the 
jury,  whether  the  house  was  built  in  such  a  manner  as  a  man 
ought  to  build  a  house  at  the  extremity  of  his  own  land,  in  order 
to  have  an  action  against  his  neighbour,  if  any  such  action  would 
lie,  for  injury  occasioned  to  the  house  by  the  neighbour  digging 
in  his  own  soil."  A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained,  in  the  course 
of  the  argument  it  having  been  denied  that  the  antiquity  of  the 
house  gave  any  right  to  support  from  the  adjoining  soil,  Little- 
dale,  J.,  observed,  "  Suppose  the  house  to  have  been  substantially 
built,  to  have  stood  thirty  or  forty  years,  and  to  have  been  kept  in 
proper  repair,  do  you  say,  that  if  the  defendant,  by  excavating 
his  adjacent  ground,  let  down  that  house,  though  without  actual 
negligence  on  his  part,  an  action  would  not  lie  against  h\m  ?  ^* 
The  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  discharged.  The  judgments  of  the 
judges  were  as  follows : — 

"  Lord  Denman,  0.  J. :  The  case,  as  presented  to  the  Court, 
involves  some  curious  points,  which,  however,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  decide.  The  declaration  charges  that  the  plaintiffs  were  pos- 
sessed of  a  house,  and  that  the  defendants  so  negligently  and 
carelessly  dug  their  foundations  in  the  land  next  adjoining  the 
land  on  which  the  said  house  was  built,  that  the  walls  thereof 
sank  and  gave  way.  The  question  is — if  those  allegations  were 
proved,  and  if  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  whether  they  were 
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or  were  not  proved.  The  real  point  in  the  case  was,  the  cause  of 
the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  impossible  not  to 
see  that  the  question,  what  that  cause  was,  involves  the  con- 
sideration of  the  state  in  which  the  plaintiffs'  house  was  at  the 
time  of  the  act  done  by  the  defendants.  Upon  that  subject  a 
great  deal  of  evidence  was  given,  and,  no  doubt,  properly  im- 
pressed upon  the  jury ;  and  I  think  it  was  substantially  left  to 
them  in  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge,  whether  or  not  the 
result  complained  of  was  caused  by  the  negligent  act  of  the 
defendants.  It  being  so  left  to  them,  I  think,  upon  the  balance 
of  evidence,  no  other  result  could  have  been  expected  than  the 
verdict  they  gave ;  the  damage  having  occurred  so  soon  after  the 
act  complained  of.  A  man  has  no  right  to  accelerate  the  fall  of 
his  neighbour's  house.  Without,  therefore,  entering  into  the 
general  question  of  law  as  to  the  right  of  a  party  building  on  the 
edge  of  his  own  soil,  or  the  question  whether  twenty  years' 
occupation  is  an  essential  part  of  such  right,  on  which  I  give  no 
opinion,  I  think  the  question  in  this  case  was  fairly  left  to  the 
juiy,  and  the  verdict  a  proper  one. 

'^  Littledale,  J. :  I  think  that  the  plaintiffs'  house,  having 
stood  more  than  twenty  years,  might  be  considered  as  an  ancient 
house.  What  difference  that  might  make  under  other  circum- 
stances, it  is  unnecessary  now  to  say :  the  plaintiffs  had,  at  all 
events,  acquired  certain  rights ;  and  the  complaint  in  this  action 
is,  that  the  defendants,  by  their  negligence,  occasioned  a  loss  to 
the  plaintiffs,  which  was  a  prejudice  to  those  rights.  The  learned 
judge  appears,  by  his  report,  to  have  put  the  case  to  the  jury  in 
language  like  that  used  by  this  Court  in  their  judgment  in  Wyatt 
V.  Harrkmi  («*).  I  do  not  find  that  he  left  it  prominently  as  a 
question,  what  was  the  state  of  the  building ;  but  that  must  have 
been  a  matter  submitted  to  them ;  for,  in  inquiring  whether  the 
injury  was  owing  to  the  neglect  of  the  defendants,  the  state  of  the 
premises  must  have  been  a  part  of  the  consideration.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

''  Taunton,  J. :  The  question  in  the  cause  was  merely  one  of 
fact,  and  I  cannot  see  in  what  respect  the  juiy  have  drawn  a 
wrong  conclusion.  In  every  count  of  the  declaration  it  is  stated 
that  the  defendants  did  the  act  complained  of  negligently,  care- 


Negligence 

in  fact. 

Doddr. 
Holme, 


(i)  (1832),  3  B.  &  Ad.  871 ;  37  R.  R.  666. 
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lessly,  and  unskilfully,  and  that  by  reason  thereof,  that  is,  of  suoh 
negligent  and  improper  conduct,  the  damage  was  occasioned.  A 
very  long  inquiry  was  gone  into  at  the  trial,  how  far  the 
defendants  had  acted  negligently  or  carelessly,  upon  which  the  jury 
have  formed  their  conclusion ;  and  they  must  be  taken  to  have 
decided,  according  to  the  averments  in  the  declaration,  not  only 
that  there  was  negligence  in  the  defendants,  but  that,  by  reason 
of  such  negligence,  the  damage  accrued.  It  was  said,  that  the 
house,  if  undisturbed,  might  not  have  stood  six  months;  but  if 
that  was  so,  still  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  accelerate  its 
fall :  six  months'  enjoyment  was  of  some  value,  and  the  defendants 
had  no  right  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  even  of  that  short-lived 
existence  of  their  dwelling-house.  If  the  building  had  fallen 
down  merely  in  consequence  of  its  infirm  condition,  that  would 
not  have  been  a  damage  by  the  act  of  the  defendants ;  but  the 
jury  have  found  otherwise,  and  I  think  the  evidence  supports  their 
finding.  As  to  the  summing-up,  the  learned  judge  has  stated  it 
briefiy  in  his  report,  and  may  not  recollect  every  observation  he 
made ;  but,  considering  the  length  of  time  occupied  by  the  cause, 
and  the  quantity  of  evidence  gone  into,  it  is  impossible,  even  if 
the  judge  had  been  silent  on  the  point,  that  the  jury  should  have 
omitted  to  consider  whether  or  not  the  act  of  the  defendants  was 
done  by  them  negligently :  and,  without  looking  narrowly,  and, 
as  Lord  Eenyon  used  to  say,  ^  with  eagles'  eyes,'  at  the  words 
used  by  the  learned  judge,  I  think  we  are  justified  in  saying,  that 
the  minds  of  the  jury  were  sufficiently  directed  to  the  question 
how  far  the  damage  complained  of  arose  from  the  improper  act  of 
the  defendants. 

'*  Williams,  J. :  I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  I  think  it  is 
olear  from  the  learned  judge's  report,  that  the  attention  of  the 
jury  was  drawn  to  tbat  which  was  the  real  subject  of  inquiry. 
Much  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the  injury  was  occasioned 
by  the  faulty  state  of  the  house,  and  not  by  the  negligent  pro- 
ceeding of  the  defendants;  that  question  must  have  been  fully 
before  the  juiy,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  summing-up  to 
withdraw  it  from  their  notice.  The  bad  condition  of  the  house 
would  only  affect  the  amount  of  damages.  If  it  was  true  that  the 
premises  could  have  stood  only  six  months,  the  plaintiffs  still  had 
a  cause  of  action  against  those  who  accelerated  its  fall :  the  state 
of  the  house  might  render  more  care  necessary  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  not  to  hasten  its  dissolution.    There  was  evidence  of 
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an  actual  neglect  in  them ;  and,  upon  the  whole,  there  is  reason    Negligence 
to  think  that  the  jury  drew  the  proper  inference."  


The  [more]  recent  case  of  Trowery.  Chadicick{k)  supports  the  Trwrnr. 
first  principle  above  laid  down  (/),  and  negatives  the  existence  of  the        *^^  * 
liability  of  a  party  for  his  negligence  in  fact,  apart  from  the 
invasion  of  an  easement.    The  judgment  [of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas]  on  the  second  count  in  this  case  is  to  the  effect,  '^  That, 
although  a  man  may  have  no  right  to  support  from  the  buildings 
of  his  neighbour,  yet,  if  the  latter  chose  to  withdraw  it,  he  must 
take  reasonable  and  proper  care  in  doing  so,  and,  for  negligence 
and  unskilfidness  in  doing  so,  he  is  liable  to  an  action."    But  this  Chadwiek  y. 
judgment  was  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  {m).    That  ^^'*'*'^- 
Court  was  decidedly  of  opinion  that  a  man  was  under  no  obliga- 
tion towards  his  neighbour  to  use  any  care  in  dealing  with  his 
own  property,  where  he  had  no  notice  of  the  existence  on  his 
neighbour's  land  of  structures  which  might  be  injured  by  acts 
done  on  his  own ;  and  the  Court  certainly  did  not  say  anything 
to  indicate  that  any  such  obligation  would  exist  by  law  if  notice 
had  been  given.    The  judgment  of  the  Court  (n)  was  delivered  by 
Parke,  B.,  as  follows : — 

"We  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  must  be  reversed.  The  question  arises  upon  the 
second  count  of  the  declaration,  which  states  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  possessed  of  a  certain  vault  and  of  certain  wine  therein,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  about  to  pull  down  and  did  pull  down  and 
prostrate  certain  other  vaults  and  walls  next  adjoining  the  vault 
of  the  plaintiffs :  the  count  then  goes  on  to  state  that  thereupon 
it  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  in  the  event  of  his 
not  shoring  up  or  protecting  the  plaintiffs*  walls,  to  give  due  and 
reasonable  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  of  his,  the  defendant's,  intention 
to  pull  down  his  vaults  and  walls,  before  the  defendant  prostrated 
and  removed  the  same,  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  protect 
themselves.    It  then  goes  on  to  allege  another  duty  in  the  defen- 


Us)  (1836),  3  Bing.  N.  G.  334;  S.  G.  of  the  cause,  and  a  general  aaaessment 

3  Soott,  699  ;  43  R.  R.  659  ;  [reversed  of  damages,  granted  a  venire  de  novo]. 

in  error  (1839),  6  Bing.  N.  0.  1 ;  S.  C.  (Q  Above,  p.  414,  et  seq, 

8  Scott,  1 ;  43  B.  B.  676 ;  Preface  VI.  (m)  (1839),  6  Bing.  N.  G.  1 ;  S.  G.  8 

In  the  Exchequer  Chamber  the  validity  Scott,  1 ;  43  B.  B.  676  ;  Preface  VI. 

of  the  first  count  was  not  questioned,  and  (n)  Parke,    B.,    Patteson,    J.,    Wil- 

the  Gourt  held  the  second  count  to  be  bad,  liams,  J.,  Gumey,  B.,  Goleridge,  J.,  and 

and  therefore,  ^ere  haviog  been  a  trial  llaule,  B. 
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dant,  viz.,  to  use  due  care  and  skill,  and  take  due,  reasonable,  and 
proper  precautions  in  and  about  the  pulling  down  and  prostrating 
and  removing  the  said  vaults,  &o.,  so  adjoining  the  plaintiffs' 
vault,  so  that,  for  want  of  such  care,  skill,  and  precaution,  the 
plaintiffs'  vault  and  its  contents  might  not  be  damaged  or  de- 
stroyed or  the  plaintiffs  be  injured  in  respect  thereof  ;  and  it  then 
proceeds  to  allege  as  a  breach  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  and 
injuriously  pulled  down,  prostrated,  and  destroyed  the  vaults,  &o., 
so  adjoining  the  plaintiffs'  vault,  without  giving  them  due  or 
reasonable  or  other  notice  of  his,  the  defendant's,  intention  so  to 
do,  according  to  his  said  duty  in  that  behalf,  although  the  defen- 
dant did  not  shore  up  or  protect  the  plaintiffs'  vault,  and  the 
defendant  did  not  nor  would  use  due  care  or  skill,  or  take  due, 
reasonable,  or  proper  precautions  in  or  about  the  pulling  down  or 
prostrating  or  removing  the  vaults,  &c.,  so  adjoining  the  plaintiffs' 
vault,  upon  that  occasion,  according  to  his  said  duty.  And  a 
general  verdict  has  been  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  general 
damages. 

"  The  plaintiffs  do  not  in  this  count  allege  any  right  to  have 
their  vault  supported  by  the  vaults  or  walls  of  the  defendant ; 
therefore  no  right  of  theirs  has  been  injured  by  the  act  of  the 
defendant.  The  duty  to  give  notice  is  charged  as  one  arising 
from  the  contiguity  of  the  defendant's  vault  to  that  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. No  doubt  can  be  entertained  as  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Fleas  upon  this  question.  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says :  *  There  is 
no  allegation  in  this  count  of  any  right  of  easement  in  alieno 
solo,  which  forms  the  ground  of  the  plaintiffs'  action  in  the  first 
count.  And,  as  to  the  allegation  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  to  give  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  of  his  intention  to  pull 
down  his  wall,  if  he  did  not  shore  it  up  himself,  it  is  objected,  and 
tee  think  with  considerable  weighty  that  no  such  obligation  results, 
as  an  inference  of  law,  from  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  juxta- 
position of  the  walls  of  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiffs.  We 
also  think  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  under  such  circumstances 
the  law  imposes  upon  a  party  any  duty  to  give  his  neighbour 
notice.  We  are  inclined  to  think  that  the  second  cotint  of  the 
declaration  has  made  the  breach  of  this  supposed  duty  a  sub- 
stantive ground  for  damage :  and  the  probability  is,  that  the  main 
damage  did  result  from  the  want  of  notice ;  for  it  is  obvious,  that 
if  notice  had  been  given,  the  plaintiffs  might  have  taken  pre- 
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cautions  to  strengthen  their  vault.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the 
damages  are  given  generally  upon  the  whole  declaration,  we  think 
the  judgment  must  he  arrested,  and  a  venire  de  novo  awarded. 

"  But,  supposing  that  the  improperly  pulling  down  the  defen- 
dant's vaults  and  walls  may  he  treated  as  the  suhstantive  cause  of 
action,  and  that  the  second  branch  of  the  argument  that  has  been 
urged  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  is  well  founded  (which  we 
think  it  is  not),  then  the  question  arises,  whether  any  such  duty 
as  that  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  violated  is  by  law  cast  upon 
the  defendant.  The  duty  alleged  to  be  cast  upon  the  defendant 
by  reason  of  the  proximity  of  his  premises  to  those  of  the  plaintiffs, 
is,  Uo  use  due  care  and  skill,  and  to  take  due,  reasonable, 
and  proper  precautions  in  and  about  the  pulling  down  and 
prostrating  and  removing  the  said  vaults,  buildings,  and  walls 
adjoining  the  plaintiffs'  vault,  so  that  for  want  of  such  care,  skill, 
and  precaution,  the  vault  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  contents 
thereof,  might  not  be  damaged  or  destroyed  on  that  occasion,  or 
the  plaintiffs  injured  in  respect  thereof ' ;  and  the  breach  alleged 
is,  ^  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would  use  due  care  or  skill, 
or  take  due,  reasonable,  or  proper  precaution  in  or  about  the 
pulling  down,  prostrating,  or  removing  the  said  vaults,  buildings, 
or  walls  so  adjoining  the  said  vault  of  the  plaintiffs,  according  to 
his  duty.'  The  question  is,  whether  the  law  imposes  upon  the 
defendant  an  obligation  to  take  such  care  in  pulling  down  his 
vaidts  and  walls  as  that  the  adjoining  vault  shall  not  be  injured. 
Supposing  that  to  be  so  where  the  party  is  cognizant  of  the  ' 
existence  of  the  vault,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  no  such  obliga- 
tion can  arise  where  there  is  no  averment  that  the  defendant  had 
notice  of  its  existence ;  for  one  degree  of  care  would  be  required 
where  no  vault  exists,  but  the  soil  is  left  in  its  natural  and  solid 
state;  another,  where  there  is  a  vault;  and  another  and  still 
greater  degree  of  care  would  be  required  where  the  adjoining 
vault  is  of  a  weak  and  fragile  construction.  How  is  the  defen- 
dant to  ascertain  the  precise  degree  of  care  and  caution  the  law 
requires  of  him,  if  he  has  no  notice  of  the  existence  or  of  the 
nature  of  the  structure  P  "We  think  no  such  obligation  as  that 
alleged  exists  in  the  absence  of  notice.  And,  therefore,  upon  this 
ground  also  we  think  the  count  is  bad ;  and  consequently  there 
must  be  a  venire  de  novo." 

The  language  of  Lord  Tenterden  in  Walters  v.  Pfeil  evidently 
applies  to  the  case  of  a  usurpation  having  taken  place,  as  other- 
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wise  there  oould  be  no  necessity  for  shoring ;  the  same  observation 
applies  to  Trower  v.  Clutdicick ;  while,  from  the  variety  of  points 
which  combined  to  form  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Dodd  v. 
Holmey  it  can  hardly  be  advanced  as  a  decision  upon  this  precise 
point. 

In  the  later  case  of  Harris  v.  Ryding  {n)  there  had  been  a 
reservation  of  the  minerals  under  the  land,  and  the  defendant 
removed  them  in  such  a  negligent  manner  that  the  surface  of  the 
earth  fell  in.  In  this  case  it  is  obvious,  and  it  appears  to  have 
been  so  admitted,  that  there  existed  the  natural  right  of  support 
for  the  upper  soil  from  the  soil  beneath ;  and  therefore  the  entire 
removal  of  the  inferior  strata,  however  done,  would  be  actionable 
if  productive  of  damage  by  withdrawing  that  degree  of  support  to 
which  the  owner  of  the  surface  was  entitled.  It  was  a  clear  viola- 
tion of  the  duty  of  the  subjacent  owner  to  do  no  act  whereby  the 
enjoyment  of  the  surface  could  be  interfered  with  {o). 

Upon  the  amount  of  caution  required  in  oases  where  no  ease- 
ment exists  depends  the  question,  whether  it  is  the  duty  of  a  party 
intending  to  make  alterations  which  may  affect  his  neighbour's 
premises  to  give  notice  of  his  intention  {p).  The  judgment  in 
error  in  Trower  v.  Chadwiek  has  decided  that  there  is  no  obligation 
to  give  such  notice  (q). 

The  general  rule  of  law  upon  this  subject  is  thus  laid  down  by 
Bracton : — 

**  Nocumentum  enim  poterit  esse  justum,  et  poterit  esse  inju- 
riosum.  Injuriosum  ubi  quis  fecerit  aliquid  in  suo  injustd — contra 
legem  vel  contra  constitutionem,  prohibitus  a  jure.  Si  autem  pro- 
hibere  a  jure  non  possit  ne  faciat,  licet  nocumentum  faciat  et 
damnosum,  tamen  non  erit  injuriosum,  licitum  est  enim  unicuique 
faoere  in  suo  quod  damnum  injuriosum  non  eveniet  vicuio  "  (/*). 

'^  An  action  does  not  lie  for  an  act  not  prohibited  by  law ;  as  if 
a  lessee  at  will,  by  his  negligence,  bum  his  house,  an  action  on 
the  case  does  not  lie  (at  the  suit  of  the  landlord),  for  the  law  does 
not  punish  him  for  permissive  waste "  («) ;  if,  however,  the  fire 
be  transmitted  beyond  the  bounds  of  his  property,  and  communi- 


(m)  (1839),  6  M.  &  W.  60. 

[u)  [See  the  account  of  this  case  given 
by  the  Court  in  Humphries  y.  Brogden 
(1848),  12  Q.  B.  739.] 

{p)  See  Mauey  y.  Goydtr  (1829),  4 
Car.  &  P.  161 ;  34  R.  R.  782. 

(q)  CAflrfiTU-Ay.  rrot<r«-(1839),6Bing. 


N.  C.  1 ;  S.  C,  8  Scott,  1 ;  43  R.  R. 
676,  Preface  VI.  [See  Fairbrotker  y. 
Bury  Bural  Sanitary  Authority  (1889), 
37  W.  R.  644.] 

(r)  Lib.  4,  f.  221  a. 

U)  Countess  of  Shrewsbury*  sC(U€{\7ZS)  J 
5  Rep.  13  b. 
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oate  to  the  adjoiniBg  house,  he  would  have  been  liable  at  common 
law  (t). 

Sabject  to  the  restriction  already  mentioned,  that  an  encroach- 
ment must  not  be  removed  with  unnecessary  violence,  there  seems 
nothing  to  take  this  class  of  cases  out  of  the  rule  before  adverted 
to — "  That  a  party  confining  himself  within  the  limits  of  his  own 
property  may  dealwith  it  as  he  will"  (w).  If  he  dig  a  pit  he  is 
not  bound  to  put  a  fence  round  it  to  keep  trespassers  from  falling 
into  it  (ar). 

The  seeming  exception  to  this  rule,  arising  from  the  prohibition  Dangeroos 
to  use  dangerous  instruments  or  animals  for  the  protection  of  *^™  * 
premises  without  notice,  depends  upon  the  principle,  that  a  man 
shall  not  do  that  indirectly  which  he  cannot  do  directly ;  and  as 
such  means  of  offence  would  be  calculated  to  do  more  injury  than 
he  would  be  justified  in  using  to  defend  his  possession  against 
trespassers,  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to  do  so  imloss  he  gives  such 


(t)  Turherville  v,  Stampe,  ante,  p.  416, 

(«)  [Thia  view  is  sapported  by  Gay- 
ford,  App.,  NxeholU,  Kesp.  (1854),  9 
Exch.  702,  in  which,  the  plaint  being 
in  part  for  negligeutly  taking  away  the 
Bapport  of  a  modem  honse,  the  judge 
was  held  to  have  misdirected  the  jury 
in  leaving  to  them  the  qaestion  of 
xiegligenee.  In  several  modem  text- 
books, not  including  Wms.  Saund.  (see 
vol.  2,  400,  n.  (a),  of  that  invaluable 
work,  2  Notes  to  Saund.  802),  it  is  laid 
down,  without  further  authoritv  than 
the  oases  above  distinguished,  by  the 
learned  editon,  that  an  action  is  main- 
tainable » gainst  a  landowner  for  negli- 
gence in  removing  the  support  affoided 
by  his  land  to  the  modem  house  of  his 
neighbour.  This  may  to  some  extent 
be  attributable  to  vagueness  in  the  use 
of  the  relative  term  neglig^ce  (per 
Erie,  C.  J  ,  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  319 ;  Bram- 
weU,  B.,  1  H.  &  N.  261 ;  3  H.  &  N.  318 ; 
Watson,  B.,  28  L.  J.  Exch.  260'),  of 
which  a  definition  is  gfiven  by  Alder- 
son,  B.,  in  Blyth  v.  Birmingham  Water' 
workM  Co.  (1856),  11  Exch.  784;  and 
Willee,  J.,  Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  Bail, 
Co,  (I860),  5  H.  &  N.  687,  688.  It 
should  seem  that,  in  this  class  of  cases, 
if  the  mere  removal  occasions  the  faU, 
the  defendant  is  not  liable,  however 
negligent  may  have  been  the  manner  of 
the  removal— for  his  act  was  confined 
to  his  own  land  ;  but  if  it  was  not  merely 
the  removal  or  omission  to  do  things  to 
prevent  its  effect,   but  the  manner  of 


the  removal,  which  caused  the  fall, 
then  he  is  liable — for  then  of  necessity 
his  act  must  have  extended  beyond  his 
o^-n  land,  and  the  force  proceeding 
from  it  must  have  entered  the  plaintiff's 
land,  and  actively  created  there  the 
motion  which  produced  the  fall.] 

(x)  I  Eoll.  Abr.  88,  pi.  4 ;  fully  sup- 
ported in  Jordin  v.  Crump  (1841),  8  M. 

6  W.  788  ;  [but  qualified  by  Barnes  v. 
Ward  (I860),  9  C.  B.  392 ;  82  R.  R.  376, 
to  the  extent  that  if  the  pit  abuts  on  a 
highway  and  renders  the  highway  dan- 
gerous to  persons  passing  along  it  with 
ordinary  care,  then  the  occupier  is  bound 
to  fence  it.  Cf .  Stone  v.  Jackson  (1866), 
16  C.  B.  199 ;  HurU  v.  Taylwr  (1886), 
L.  R.  14  Q.  B.  Div.  918.  This  is  on 
the  g^ouod  that  such  pit  is  a  public 
nuisance,  interfering  with  the  use  of 
the  way.  But  if  the  pit  or  other  exca- 
vation be  not  substantially  adjacent  to 
the  way,  there  is  no  obligation  to  fence 
it,  and  no  action  is  maintainable  against 
the  owner  of  the  land,  if  a  person  acci- 
dentaUy  or  otherwise  straymg  off  the 
way  falls  into  the  pit:  Hardeastle  v. 
South  Yorkshire  Bail.,  ^.  Go.  (1869), 
4  H.  &  N.  67  ;  Hounselly.  Smyth  (1860), 

7  C.  B.  N.  S.  731 ;  8.  C,  29  L.  J.  C.  P. 
203.  As  to  the  responsibility  of  an 
occupier  of  premises  for  injuries  occa- 
sioned by  the  defective  state  of  the 
premises  to  persons  there  with  his  leave, 
the  reader  is  referred  to  the  text-books 
dealing  with  the  general  subject  of 
Negligence.] 
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notice  as  makes  the  party  fully  aware  of  the  danger  he  is  rashing 
upon,  and  the  damage  sustained  by  him  clearly  the  consequence  of 
his  own  act  (y). 

The  cases  in  which  parties  acting  in  a  public  capacity,  and  imder 
the  limited  authority  conferred  by  their  oflBce,  have  been  held  liable 
for  the  injurious  consequences  of  their  want  of  care,  do  not  afford 
any  authority  upon  this  subject  (z).  Whether  they  are  liable  for 
not  taking  due  and  proper  precautions  in  doing  the  acts  they  are 
authorized  to  do,  or  liable  only  if  they  have  not  acted  to  the  best 
of  their  skill  and  judgment,  the  principles  already  adverted  to  do 
not  appear  to  apply  to  them. 

In  the  case  of  Jone%  v.  Bird  (a),  an  action  was  brought  against 
the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  negligently  making  sewers  near 
the  plcdntiff's  houses,  whereby  the  foundations  thereof  were 
weakened,  and  the  walls  fell  down.  It  appeared  that  the  sewer, 
which  it  was  necessary  to  repaii',  ran  immediately  adjoining  the 
plaintiff's  houses,  with  a  stack  of  chimneys  belonging  to  one  of  the 


{y)  [See  the  judgments  in  Beanie  v. 
Clayttm  (1817),  7  Taunt.  489 ;  18  R.  R. 
653,  Preface  VI. ;  Hotly.  JFt/Aw(1820), 
3B.&A.304;  22  R.R.  400, Preface VII.; 
Bird  V.  Bolbrook  (1828),  4  Biog.  635  ;  29 
R.  R.  657,  Preface  IX.  It  is  now 
illegal  to  set  a  spring-gun  or  a  man- 
trap except  at  night  and  in  a  dwelling- 
house:  24  k  25  Vict.  o.  100,  s.  31.  As 
to  the  responsibility  of  a  person  bring- 
ing *'  water,  stench,  or  filth  "  on  to  his 
land  for  all  consequences  arising  from 
its  escape,  see  Fletcher  v.  By  lands  (1866), 
L.  R.  1  Exch.  265;  1  Smith,  L.  C. 
11th  ed.,  p.  810 ;  and  Pollock  on  Torts, 
7th  ed.,  p.  475.] 

(z)  [See  Stainton  v.  Woolrych  (1856), 
23  Beav.  226 ;  8.  C,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  300.] 

(a)  (1822),  6  B.  &  A.  837.  [This  and 
the  two  next  cases  mentioned  in  the 
text  will  sufSoe  to  illustrate  the  dis- 
tinction pointed  ont  by  the  learned 
anthor.  For  more  recent  authorities 
upon  the  subject,  see  Whitehouse  y. 
Fellowes  (1861),  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  765; 
Bueh  Y.  Williams  (1858),  3  H.  &  N.  308, 
and  the  oases  there  cited  ;  Southampton 
and  Itehin  Bridge  Co.  v.  JLoeal  Board  of 
Southampton  (1858),  8  E.  &  B.  801 ; 
Metcalfe  t.  JSetheHngton  (Cam.  Soao.) 
(1860),  6  H.  &  N.  719  ;  Piggot  v.  Eastern 
Counties  Bail,  Co.  (1846),  3  G.  B.  229 ; 
Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  Bail.  Co.  (Cam. 
Soac.)  (1860),  5  H.  &  N.  679  ;  Cowley  v. 


Mayor,  ^c.  of  Sunderland  (1861),  6  H.  & 
N.  665  ;  Whitehouse  v.  Birmingham,  ^. 
Canal, Co.  (1857),  27  L.  J.  Exch.  25; 
Manley  v.  The  St.  Helens  Canaly  ^.  Co. 
(1858),  2  H.  &  N.  840 ;  Great  Western 
Railway  of  Canada  v.  Braid  (1863),  I 
Moo.  P.  C.  N.  S.  101 ;  Mersey  Locke 
Trustees  v.  Gibbs  (1864),  L.  R.  1  H.  L. 
93 ;  Hammersmith  Bail.  Co.  v.  Brand 
(1868),  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  171 ;  Smith  v. 
L.  and  S.  W.  B.  (1870),  L.  R.  6  C.  P. 
14 ;  Dunn  v.  Birmingham  Canal  Co. 
(1872),  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  42 ;  Metropolitan 
A»ylum  District  v.  Hill  (1881),  6  App. 
Cas.  193  ;  Truman  v.  L.  B.  #  S.  C.  Jt. 
(1883),  L.  R.  25  Ch.  D.  423  ;  sub  nom. 
X.  B.  ^  S.  C.  B.  V.  Truman,  29  Ch.  Div. 
89 ;  1 1  A.  C.  45  ;  £vans  v.  Manchester, 
SheJHeld,  and  Lincolnshire  Bail.  Co.  (1887), 
L.  R.  36  Ch.  D.  626 ;  Fairbrother  v.  Bury 
Bural  Sanitary  Authority  (1889),  37 
W.  R.  544 ;  Bapier  ▼.  London  Tramways 
Co.,  [1893]  2 Ch.  588  ;  Jordesonv.  Sutton, 
Southcoates,  and  Drypool  Gas  Co.,  [1898] 
2  Ch.  614  :  {1899]  2  Ch.  217;  Canadian 
Paeifie  Bail.  Co.  v.  Farke,  [1899]  A.  C. 
635;  BatehelUr  ▼.  Tunbridge  Wells  Gas 
Co.  (1901),  84  L.  T.  765 ;  Mayor  and 
Councillors  of  East  Freemantle  y.  Annois, 
[1902]  A.  C.  213  ;  Canadian  FaeiJIcBail. 
Co.  Y.  Boy,  ibid.  220  ;  English  y.  Metro- 
politan  Water  Board,  [1907]  1  K.  B. 
688;  Bemerara  Electric  Co.,  Lid.  y. 
White,  [1907]  A.  C.  330.] 
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houses  resting  upon  the  arch  of  it.  Being  necessary  to  rebuild  Negligence  in 
this  arch,  the  defendants,  to  support  the  chimneys,  placed  under  limited  right, 
them  a  transum  and  two  upright  posts :  the  chimneys  fell,  and,  in  /<,««  y.  Bird. 
consequence  of  their  fall,  the  houses  fell  also.  Contradictory 
evidence  was  given  as  to  whether  proper  care  was  taken  in  supply- 
ing the  place  of  the  arch.  It  farther  appeared  that  there  was  no 
specific  notice  given  to  the  owner  of  the  house  to  which  the 
chimneys  belonged  of  the  danger  in  which  they  would  be  placed. 
But  a  general  notice  was  given  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  houses 
that  the  sewer  was  repairing ;  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  Justice,  a  rule  was 
obtained  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  afterwards  discharged,  the 
Court  holding  ^^That  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  and  agents, 
when  repairing  sewers  in  the  neighbourhood  of  houses,  were  bound 
to  take  all  proper  precaution  for  their  security;  and  that  one 
question  for  the  jury  to  consider  was,  whether  shoring  up  was  a 
proper  "precaution,  and  whether  it  had  been  omitted.  I  also  told 
them,"  continued  Abbott,  C.  J.,  "  that,  even  if  they  were  of  opioion 
that  the  stack  of  chimneys  could  not,  by  any  shoring  up  whatso- 
ever, have  been  prevented  from  falling,  still  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendants,  if  they  thought  so,  to  give  specific  notice  of  the  danger 
to  the  owner ;  and  that  if  they  did  not  do  so,  they  were  respon- 
sible." "As  to  the  merits  of  the  case,"  said  Bay  ley,  J.,  "it  is 
contended  that  the  defendants  are  protected,  if  they  acted  bona 
fide,  and  to  the  best  of  their  skill  and  judgment.  But  that  is  not  * 
enough ;  they  are  bound  to  conduct  themselves  in  a  skilful  manner, 
and  the  question 'was  most  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
the  defendants  had  done  aU  that  any  skilful  person  could  reason-  * 
abljTbe  required  to  do  in  such  a  case  "  (J). 

In  the  case  of  T/w  King  v.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the  Levels  Hex  v.  Pagham 
of  Pagham  (c),  it  was  held  that,  where  commissioners  of  sewers,  ^^^^' 
acting  bonft  fide  for  the  benefit  of  the  levels  for  which  they  were 
appointed,  directed  certain  defences  against  the  inroads  of  the  sea, 
which  caused  it  to  flow  with  greater  violence  against  and  injure  the 
adjoining  land  not  within  the  levels,  they  could  not  be  compelled 
to  make  compensation  to  the  owner  of  it,  or  to  erect  new  works  for 
his  protection.  "I  am  of  opinion,"  said  Lord  Tenterden,  "that 
the  only  safe  rule  to  lay  down  is  this,  that  each  landowner  for  him- 


(*)  [Drew  V.  New  River  Co,  (1834),  6  {e)  (1828),  8  B.  &  C.  366 ;  [S.  C,  2 

Car.  k  Payne,  764.]  Man.  &  Rj.  468  ;  32  R.  R.  406.] 
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Negrligjenoe  in  gelf  or  the  commissioners  actiDc:  for  several  landowners,  may  erect 

exercise  of  a  ,  , 

limited  right,  such  defences  for  the  land  under  their  care  as  the  necessity  of  the 
Jtex  V.  Pagham  case  requires,  leaving  it  to  others,  in  like  manner,  to  protect  them- 
selves against  the  common  enemy  "  (rf). 

**It  seems  to  me,"  said  Bayley,  J.,  *^that  every  landowner 
exposed  to  the  inroads  of  the  sea  has  a  right  to  protect  himself,  and 
is  justified  in  making  and  erecting  such  works  as  are  necessary  for 
that  purpose ;  and  the  commissionei'S  may  erect  such  defences  as  are 
necessary  for  the  land  intrusted  to  their  superintendence.  If, 
indeed,  they  made  unnecessary  or  improper  works,  not  with  a  view 
to  the  protection  of  the  level,  but  with  a  malevolent  intention 
to  injure  the  owner  of  other  lands,  they  would  be  amenable  to 
punishment  by  criminal  information  or  indictment  for  an  abuse  of 
the  powers  vested  in  them.  But  if  they  act  bon&  fide,  doing  no 
more  than  they  honestly  think  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
level,  their  acts  are  justifiable,  and  those  who  sustain  damage 
therefrom  must  protect  themselves.  If  a  man  sustains  damage  by 
the  wrongful  act  of  another,  he  is  entitled  to  a  remedy ;  but  to 
give  him  that  title  these  two  things  must  concur — damage  to  him- 
self, and  a  wrong  committed  by  the  other.  That  he  has  sustained 
damage  is  not  of  itseU  sufficient.  Here  the  party  may  have 
sustained  damage,  but  the  commissioners  have  done  no  wrong. 
The  right  which  each  landowner  has,  is  to  protect  himself,  not  to 
be  protected  by  his  neighbours.  To  that  right  no  injury  has  been 
done,  nor  can  any  wrongful  aot  be  charged  against  the  com- 
missioners." 

The  civil  law  recognized  the  same  distinction  between  acts  of 
self-defence  and  ordinary  acts  in  the  use  of  property  {e). 

In  this  case  it  was  in  fact  held,  that  the  commissioners  had, 
with  respect  to  making  defences  against  the  sea,  the  same  right  as 
the  owner  of  the  land ;  and  that  as  every  owner  has,  as  incident 
to  the  property,  the  right  of  doing  whatever  may  be  requisite  for 
its  protection  from  the  incursions  of  the  sea,  they  were  not  liable 
for  the  injury  resulting  from  the  erection  of  such  defensive  works. 


Civil  law. 


(d)  [See  Smith  v.  Kenrick  (1849),  7 
C.  B.  616 ;  78  R.  R.  745.] 

{e)  Idem  Iiabeo  ait,  Bi  vicinaa  flumen 
(aut)  torrentem  averterit,  ne  aqua  ad 
enm  perveniat,  et  hoc  niodo  sit  e^eotum 
ut  vicino  noceatur,  agi  cum  eo  aqufe 
pluviae  aroendse,  non  posse,  aquam  enim 
aroere,  hoc  est,  curare  ue  innuat ;  qiise 
Bententia  yerior  est,  si  modo  non  hoc 


animo  fecit  ut  tibi  nooeat,  sed  ne  sibi 
noceat.— Dig.  39,  3,  2,  §  9,  deaq.  etaq. 
pi.  arc. 

Aggeres  juzta  flumina  in  private  facti, 
in  arbitrium  aquae  pluvise  aroendie  yeni- 
unt,  etiamsi  trans  flumen  noceant ;  ita 
si  memoria  eorum  eztet,  et  si  fieri  non 
debuerunt.—Ibid.  39,  3,  23. 
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In  the  later  case  of  The  Givcers^   Co.  v.  Donne  (/),  the  same  Negligence  in 

.  -  .      ,  exercise  of  a 

pnnciples  were  recognized.  limited  right. 

Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  C.  P.,  TheGrocer^ 
said :  "  But  the  question  is,  whether  the  facts  found  upon  this  C'o.  v.  Donne. 
award  bring  the  case  within  the  terms  of  the  declaration.     The 
cause  haying  been  referred,  and  the  arbitrator  having  stated  the 
facts  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  we  must  see  whether  or  not  the 
facts  so  found  raise  the  duty  set  up  by  the  plaintiffs  in  their 
declaration.    The  declaration  states  that  the  commissioners  wrong- 
fully and  injuriously  did  make,  cut  and  dig  a  certain  shaft,  sewer, 
gutter  and  ditch,  near  unto  an  ancient  messuage  and  premises  in 
possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  did  unskilfully,  wrongfully  and 
improperly  make,  cut  and  dig .  the  said  shaft,  sewer,  gutter  and 
ditch,  so  being  near  unto  the  said  ancient  messuage  and  premises 
of  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  and  did  also  make,  cut,  and  dig  the 
said  shaft,  gutter,  sewer  and  ditch,  without  shoring  up,  propping 
or  duly  securing  the  said  messuage  and  premises,  or  the  earth  and 
subsoil  supporting  the  walls  of  the  said  ancient  messuage  and  pre- 
mises of  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  in  order  to  prevent  the  same 
from  being  injured  by  the  said  making,  cutting  and  digging  of  the 
said  shaft,  sewer,  gutter  and  ditch  as  aforesaid.     As  to  the  want 
of  notice,  the  arbitrator  has  raised  no  question.     We  must  then 
look  at  the  award,  and  see  whether  or  not  the  commissioners  have 
conducted  themselves  in  an  unskiKul,  wrongful,  and  improper 
manner  in  the  construction  of  the  sewer  in  question.     The  allega- 
tion of  unskilfulness  is  negatived  by  the  award,  for  it  expressly 
finds  that  the  work  was  done  in  a  skilful  and  proper  manner.    But 
the  question  is,  whether  the  commissioners  are  to  be  mulcted  in 
damages  by  reason  of  their  having  proceeded  by  a  process  called 
tunnelling,  in  preference  to  open  cutting.     If  the  award  had  found, 
that,  in  the  judgment  of  experienced  men,  no  injury  would  have 
resulted  to  the  plaintiffs,  had  the  commissioners  proceeded  by  open 
cutting,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  verdict.     But 
the  arbitrator  finds  that  there  was  risk  in  either  way,  though  less 
from  open  work  than  from  the  other  mode;   and  if  the  com- 
missioners were  bound  to  pursue  that  mode  which  gave  the  greatest 
possible  chance  of  escape  from  injury,  the  verdict  ought  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs.     But  how  are  we  to  say  that  the  oom- 

(/)  (1836),  3  Bing.  N.  0. 34  ;  3  Scott,       691  ;  [and  Stainton  v.  Woolnjch  (1856\ 
356,  and  cases  there  cited  ;   43  R.  K.       25  Beav.  225  ;  26  L.  J.  Ch.  300.] 
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Negligence  in 
exerdae  of  a 
limited  right. 

The  Grooert* 
Co,  V.  Donne, 


KegUgenoe 
oansiDg  a 
pablio 
nuiBance. 


Danitk  v. 
Fotter, 


missioners  are  to  be  liable  in  damages,  not  because  they  did  not 
perform  the  work  in  a  skilful,  proper  and  workmanlike  manner, 
but  because  they  did  not  adopt  that  course  which  afforded  the 
utmost  possible  chance  of  averting  danger  P  The  Court  is  not  to 
balance  possibilities.  We  are  called  upon  to  pronounce  a  judgment 
against  the  commissioners,  because,  had  another  mode  of  operation 
been  resorted  to,  by  some  remote  possibility  the  damage  of  which 
the  plaintiffs  complain  might  not  have  accrued.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  plaintiffs  can  only  entitle  themselves  to  a  verdict  by 
showing  that  the  injury  would  not  have  happened  if  the  sewer  had 
been  constructed  by  open  cutting :  and  consequently  the  verdict 
must  be  entered  for  the  defendant." 

Where,  however,  from  the  situation  of  the  premises,  the  acts  of 
the  party,  though  done  entirely  on  his  own  property,  may  be  pro- 
ductive of  injury  to  the  public,  he  is  boimd  to  exercise  such  a 
degree  of  care  and  caution  as  shall  prevent  damage  to  persons 
exercising,  on  their  part  also,  reasonable  care  to  avoid  the  danger  (</). 
If,  however,  he  has  used  such  due  caution,  he  will  not  be  liable  for 
injury  arising  from  the  interference  of  a  wrongdoer  (A). 

Thus  in  Daniels  v.  Potter  and  others  {i),  an  action  was  brought 
for  negligently  permitting  the  flap  of  the  defendants'  cellar  to 
remain  unfastened,  whereby  it  fell  upon  and  broke  the  plaintiff's 
legs.  It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  flap  was  placed  in  a 
slanting  position,  on  a  projecting  ledge,  about  a  foot  above  the 
pavement.  It  was  not  fastened  in  any  way,  but  merely  leaned 
against  the  window  of  the  defendants'  warehouse  and  the  house 
adjoining.  One  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  said,  that  the  passing 
of  a  stage  coach  or  heavy  waggon  might  have  the  effect  of  shaking 
it  down.  The  defendants'  witnesses  stated  that  the  flap  was 
pulled  over  by  some  boys  who  were  playing  about,  and  who, 
though  warned  by  defendants'  men,  would  not  go  away ;  and  that 


(<7)  [It  will  be  seen  that  in  Sardcastle 
v.  Houth  Yorkshire  Jiail.,  ^-c,  Co.y  post, 
p.  437,  the  question  for  the  jury  was 
held  not  to  be  whether  the  act  was  pro- 
duotive  of  danger  to  the  public. 

In  the  case  of  a  dangerous  public 
nuisance,  as  an  obstruction  to  a  way 
such  as  renders  it  impassable  with 
safety,  a  person  who  incurs  the  danger, 
knowing  of  its  existence,  and  suffers 
damage,  is  not  prevented  from  recover- 
ing for  the  damage,  if  under  the  cir- 


cumstances it  wan  not  inconsistent  with 
common  prudence  to  run  the  ri^k : 
Clayardt  v.  Lethick  (1848),  12  Q.  B.  439; 
76  R.  R.  305  ;  Thompton  v.  North- Eastern 
Rail.  Co.  (1860),  2  B.  &  8.  106.  As  to 
the  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence, 
see  1  Smith,  L.  C,  11th  ed.,  p.  286.] 

{h)  [See  Reedie  v.  London  and  Xorth" 
Western  Rail.  Co.  (1849),  4  Ezch.  244; 
80  R.  R.  246.] 

(0  (1830],  4  C.  &  P.  262;  34  R.  R. 
793.    [Ana  see  ante,  p.  427,  n.  (dr).] 
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the  flap  had  been  placed  in  the  same  way  for  many  years,  and    Negligence 
that  no  accident  had  happened.  publio 


Tindal,  0.  J.,  said :   "  The  defendants  were  bound,  in  placing 


nuisance. 


the  flap,  to  use  such  precaution  as  would  preserve  it  under  all  -D^MieU  v. 
ordinary  circumstances  from  falling  down ;  but  if  it  was  so 
secured,  and  a  third  person  over  whom  they  had  no  control  came  ) 
and  removed  it,  then  I  think  the  defendants  will  not  be  liable.  | 
The  plaintifi  says,  that  the  flap  fell  in  consequence  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants ;  the  defendants'  case  is,  that  it  was  placed 
securely,  and  that  a  wrong-doer  pulled  it  over  on  the  plaintiff,  and 
your  verdict  will  be  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendants,  according  as 
you  believe  the  one  or  the  other  of  these  stories.  There  is  no 
doubt  as  to  the  law  of  the  case.  The  question  for  your  considera- 
tion will  be,  whether  upon  this  occasion  the  defendants  and  their 
servants  did  use  due  and  ordinary  care  in  placing  up  this  flap  so  as 
to  prevent  any  accident  from  happening.  It  might  certainly  have 
been  secured  by  a  string,  or  by  a  hook,  or  by  some  person  holding 
it,  if  that  were  necessary  to  the  security  of  it.  A  tradesman  under 
such  circumstances  is  not  bound  to  adopt  the  strictest  means,  but 
he  is  bound  to  use  such  care  as  any  reasonable  man  looking  at  it 
would  say  is  sufficient ;  and  if  he  does  use  such  care  in  the  placing 
of  the  flap,  and  a  wrong-doer  comes  and  displaces  it  from  the 
position  in  which  it  has  been  placed,  it  being  that  in  which  a 
careful  man  would  place  it,  he  will  not  be  answerable  in  an  action, 
but  the  party  must  look  for  compensation  to  such  wrong-doer  who 
so  displaced  it." 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

So,  too,  in  Proctor  v.  Harris  (y),  where  the  action  was  brought  Proctor  r. 
against  a  publican  for  leaving  open  a  trap-door  on  the  foot-  ^^^^ 
pavement,  in  the  evening,   after  the   lamps  were    lighted.     It 
appeared  that  the  defendant  had,  immediately  before  the  accident 
occurred,  been  lowering  a  butt  of  beer  into  his  cellar  through  this 
very  aperture. 

Tindal,  0.  J.,  in  summing  up,  said  :  ^'  The  question  is,  whether 
a  proper  degree  of  caution  was  used  by  the  defendant.  He  was  not 
bound  to  resort  to  every  mode  of  security  that  could  be  surmised, 
but  he  was  bound  to  use  such  a  degree  of  care  as  would  prevent 
a  reasonable  person,  acting  with  an  ordinary  degree  of  care,  from 
receiving  any  injury.     The  publio  have  a  right  to  walk  along 

0)  (1830),  4  0.  &  P.  337 ;  34  B.  R.  810. 

G.  28 
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these  footpaths  with  ordinary  security.  It  may  be  said,  on  the 
one  hand,  that  these  kinds  of  things  must  be,  and  that  trade 
cannot  be  carried  on  without  them ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
must  be  understood  that  as  they  are  for  the  private  advantage  of 
the  individual,  he  is  bound  to  take  proper  care,  when  he  is  using 
his  cellar,  to  prevent  injury.  With  respect  to  the  plaintiff,  you 
will  have  to  consider  whether  there  was  so  little  care  and  caution 
on  his  part,  that  he  was  himself  guilty  of  negligence  in  running 
into  the  danger.  If  there  had  been  sufficient  light,  most  likely  it 
would  have  prevented  him  from  falling  in.  A  more  infirm  person 
might  have  sustained  a  greater  injury  than  it  appears  the  plaintiff 
has  received.  The  question  is,  whether  you  think  this  flap  was  in 
the  nature  of  a  nuisance,  used  in  the  manner  it  was,  and  whether, 
looking  to  all  the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  fell  in,  owing  to  the 
negligence  and  carelessness  of  the  defendant,  in  not  sufficiently 
protecting  the  place  at  this  hour,  being  after  dark.  If  you  think 
so,  you  will  find  for  the  plaintiff.  But  if  you  think  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  himself  use  due  caution  in  the  matter,  then  you 
will  give  your  verdict  for  the  defendant  "  (k). 

[A  similar  question  arose  in  Barries  v.  Ward  (/) .  There,  a  wonmn 
in  walking  after  dark  along  an  immemorial  public  footway,  met 
with  her  death  by  falling  down  an  open  unrailed  area,  of  which 
the  defendant  was  in  possession.  The  area  abutted  on  the  way, 
and  was  made  by  the  defendant  for  a  house  then  in  the  course  of 
erection  by  him.  The  action  was  brought  under  9  &  10  Vict, 
c.  93,  by  the  administrator  of  the  deceased,  for  negligence,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  in  not  having  fenced  or  railed  in  the  area. 
At  the  trial,  the  jury,  having  been  directed  that,  if  there  was  a 
public  way  abutting  on  the  area  and  it  would  be  dangerous  to 
persons  passing  unless  fenced,  or  a  public  way  so  near  that  it  would 
produce  danger  to  the  public  unless  fenced,  the  defendant  would 
be  liable,  unless  the  accident  was  occasioned  by  want  of  ordinary 
caution  on  the  part  of  the  deceased, — gave  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  moved,  on  points  reserved,  for  a  non- 
suit, and  also  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  obtained  a  rule  to  show 
cause.  On  cause  being  shown,  the  Court,  after  taking  time  to 
consider  their  judgment,  discharged  the  rule;  and  Maule,  J., 
delivering  the  judgment,  said  as  follows :  '^  On  the  part  of  the 


(k)  [There  was  a  similar  direction  to       Co,  (1862),  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  2.] 
the  jury  in  Witherley  y.  Itegent's  Canal  (Q  (1860),  9  G.  B.  392 ;  82  R.  R.  375. 
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[defendant,  it  was  argued,  that  no  use  whioh  a  man  chooses  to 
make  of  his  own  property  can  amount  to  a  nuisance  to  a  public 
or  private  right,  unless  it  in  some  way  interferes  with  the  lawful 
enjoyment  of  that  right :  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  excavation 
of  the  area  in  no  manner  interfered  with  the  way  itself,  or  was  in 
any  sense  hurtful  or  perilous  to  those  who  confined  themselves  to 
the  lawful  enjoyment  of  the  right  of  way ;  and  that  it  was  only 
to  those  who,  like  the  deceased,  committed  a  trespass,  by  deviating 
on  to  the  adjoining  land,  that  the  existence  of  the  area,  though 
not  fenced,  could  be  in  any  degree  detrimental  or  dangerous. 

^'  In  support  of  this  view  of  the  subject,  reliance  was  placed  on 
the  case  of  Blyth  v.  Topham  (m),  where  it  was  held  that,  if  A., 
seised  of  a  waste  adjacent  to  a  highway,  digs  a  pit  in  the  waste 
within  thirty-six  feet  of  the  highway,  and  the  mare  of  B.  escapes 
into  the  waste  and  falls  into  the  pit,  and  dies  there ;  yet  B.  shall 
not  have  an  action  against  A.,  because  the  making  of  the  pit  in 
the  waste,  and  not  in  the  highway,  was  not  any  wrong  to  B. ;  but 
it  was  the  default  of  B.  himself  that  his  mare  escaped  into  the 
waste.  And,  in  further  support  of  this  doctrine,  a  passage  was 
cited  from  the  judgment  of  Alderson,  B.,  in  Jordin  v.  Crump  (n), 
where  the  case  is  put  of  a  man  who,  passing  in  the  dark  along 
a  footpath,  should  happen  to  fall  into  a  pit  dug  in  the  adjoining 
field,  by  the  owner  of  it.  '  In  such  a  case,'  says  the  learned 
judge  (o),  *  the  party  digging  the  pit  would  be  responsible  for  the 
injury,  if  the  pit  were  dug  across  the  road ;  but,  if  it  were  only  in 
an  adjacent  field,  the  case  would  be  very  different,  for  the  falling 
into  it  would  be  the  act  of  the  injured  party  himself.'  And  as  to 
the  case  of  Coupland  v.  Hardinghamy  it  was  not  only  denied  to  be 
law  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  but  it  was  further  argued 
that,  in  that  case, — ^as  appeared  by  the  original  nisi  prius  record, 
procured  by  Ooltman,  J., — ^as  also  in  Jarvia  v.  Dean^  the  area  was 
in  one  count  alleged  to  be  in  the  highway. 

^'  But  it  seems  clear  to  us  that,  in  each  of  these  cases,  the  area 
in  question  was  not  parcel  of  the  road,  but  was  an  area  meant  to 
be  fenced  ofE  from  it,  in  the  ordinary  way,  by  upright  iron  rails, 
so  as  to  exclude  the  public  from  it,  in  a  manner  quite  inconsistent 


Negligenoe 
causiBg  a 

publio 
nuisance. 

Barnei  v. 
Ward, 


(m)  (1608),  1  RoU.  Abr.  88  ;  Gro.  Jao. 
168. 


28(2) 


(n)  (1841),  8  M.  &  W.  782. 
(o)  8  M.  &  W.  788. 
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[with  the  notion  of  its  being  itself  part  of  the  highway.  And  with 
respect  to  the  case  of  Blyth  v.  Topham^  and  the  passage  cited 
from  the  judgment  in  Jordin  v.  Crump ^  it  must  be  observed,  that, 
in  these  instances,  the  existence  of  the  pit  in  the  waste  or  field 
adjoining  the  road,  is  not  said  to  have  been  dangerous  to  the 
persons  or  cattle  of  those  who  passed  along  the  road,  if  ordinary 
caution  were  employed. 

"  In  the  present  case,  the  jury  expressly  found  the  way  to  have 
existed  immemorially ;  and  they  must  be  taken  to  have  found  that 
the  state  of  the  area  made  the  way  dangerous  for  tiiose  passing 
along  it,  and  that  the  deceased  was  using  ordinary  caution  in  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  way,  at  the  time  the  accident  happened. 

"  The  result  is, — considering  that  the  present  case  refers  to  a 
newly-made  excavation  adjoining  an  immemorial  public  way, 
which  rendered  the  way  unsafe  to  those  who  used  it  with  ordinaiy 
care, — it  appears  to  us,  after  much  consideration,  that  the  defen- 
dant, in  having  made  that  excavation,  was  guilty  of  a  public 
nuisance,  even  though  the  danger  consisted  in  the  risk  of  acci- 
dentally deviating  from  the  road;  for  the  danger  thus  created 
may  reasonably  deter  prudent  persons  from  using  the  way,  and 
thus  the  full  enjoyment  of  it  by  the  public  is,  in  effect,  as  much 
impeded  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  nuisance  to  a  highway. 

'^  With  regard  to  the  objection,  that  the  deceased  was  a  trespasser 
on  the  defendant's  land  at  the  time  the  injury  was  sustained, — ^it 
by  no  means  follows  from  this  circumstance  that  the  action  cannot 
be  maintained.  A  trespasser  is  liable  to  an  action  for  the  injury 
which  he  does:  but  he  does  not  forfeit  his  right  of  action  for 
an  injury  sustained.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Bird  v.  Holbrook  (/?), 
the  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser, — and,  indeed,  a  voluntary  one, — ^but 
he  was  held  entitled  to  an  action  for  an  injury  sustained  in  con- 
sequence of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant,  without  any  want 
of  ordinary  caution  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  although  the 
injury  would  not  have  occurred  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  trespassed 
on  the  defendant's  land.  This  decision  was  approved  of  in  Lynch 
V.  Nurdin  (g),  and  also  in  the  case  of  Jordin  v.  Crump j  in  which 
the  Court,  though  expressing  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the  act  of  the 
defendant  in  setting  a  spring-gun  was  illegal,  agreed  that,  if  it 
were,  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  being  a  trespasser  would  be  no 


ip)  (1828),  4  Bing.  628 ;  1  M.  &  P. 
607 ;  29  B.  B.  667. 


{q)  (1841),  1  Q.  B.  37 ;  4  P.  &  D.  672 ; 
65  B.  B.  191. 
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fanflwer  to  the  action.    For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that    Negligence 

•-  '  *  causing  a 

the  declaration  in  this  case  discloses  a  good  cause  of  action.  public 

"  The  principle  of  the  above  decision,"  said  Martin,  B.,  delivering      ^^Mance. 
judgment  in  Hardcastle  v.   South    Yorkshire  Bail,  <^c.   Co.  (r),  ^f^^^: 
**  was  that  such  an  Excavation  was  a  public  nuisance,  and  that  an  shire  Hail., 
individual  injury  arising  from  such  a  nuisance  was  the  subject-         ^' 
matter  of  an  action  to  the  party  aggrieved. 

"  When  an  excavation  is  made  adjoining  to  a  public  way,  so 
that  a  person  walking  upon  it  might,  by  making  a  false  step,  or 
being  affected  with  sudden  giddiness,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  horse  or 
carriage-way,  might,  by  the  sudden  starting  of  a  horse,  be  thrown 
into  the  excavation,  it  is  reasonable  that  the  person  making  such 
excavation  should  be  liable  for  the  consequences ;  but  when  the 
excavation  is  made  at  some  distance  from  the  way,  and  the  person 
falling  into  it  would  be  a  trespasser  upon  the  defendant's  land 
before  he  reached  it,  the  case  seems  to  us  to  be  different.  We  do 
not  see  where  the  liability  is  to  stop.  A  man  getting  off  a  road 
on  a  dark  night  and  losing  his  way  may  wander  to  any  extent, 
and  if  the  question  be  for  the  jury,  no  one  could  tell  whether  he 
was  liable  for  the  consequences  of  his  act  upon  his  ovm  land  or 
not.  We  think  that  the  proper  and  true  test  of  legal  liability  is, 
whether  the  excavation  be  substantially  adjoining  the  way,  and  it 
would  be  very  dangerous  if  it'  were  otherwise — if  in  every  case  it 
was  to  be  left  as  a  fact  to  the  jury  whether  the  excavation  were 
sufficiently  near  to  the  highway  to  be  dangerous. 

'^  When  a  man  dedicates  a  way  to  the  public,  there  does  not 
seem  any  just  ground,  in  reason  and  good  sense,  that  he  should 
restrict  himself  in  the  use  of  the  land  adjoining  to  any  extent, 
further  than  that  he  should  not  make  the  use  of  the  way  dangerous 
to  the  persons  who  are  upon  it  and  using  it ;  to  do  so  would  be 
derogating  from  his  grant :  but  he  gives  no  liberty  or  licence  to 
the  persons  using  the  way  to  trespass  upon  his  adjoining  land  («), 
and  if  they  in  so  doing  come  to  misfortune,  we  think  they  must 
bear  it,  and  the  owner  of  the  land  is  not  responsible.  If  fences 
are  to  be  put  up,' it  would  seem  more  reasonable  that  they  should 
be  put  up  by  those  who  use  the  way,  or  those  who  are  under  the 

(r)  (1859),  4  H.  &  N.  67.  presuxned,  see  AtU'Oen,  v.  Esher  Lino- 
Is)  EounsellT,  Smyth  (1860),  7  G.  B.  leum  Co,,  Ltd.,  [1901]  2  Ch.  647;  Qffin 

K.  S.  731,  shows  that  the  mere  fact  of  v.  Roehford  Mural  Listriet  Cotmcil,  [1906] 

giving  Buoh  licence  would  not  make  him  1  Ch.  342 ;  and  see  Chorley  Corporation  ▼. 

reeponsible.     Upon  the  question  as  to  Nightingale,  [1906]  2  K.  B.  612 ;  affd. 

the  extent  of  the  dedication  which  is  [1907]  2  K.  B.  637. 
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Negligence    [obligation  to  repair  it,  than  by  the  person  who  dedicated  it  to  the 
public       pubKc,  or  his  successors.     As  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  there 
nniflance.     jg  j^^  g^^j^  obligation  to  fence,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and 


'^^'^Y^k'   ^^  ^^^^'  npon  the  above  state  of  facts,  there  is  no  liability,  our 
shire  Bail,,    judgment  is  in  accordance  with  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Blt/fh 
fe.  Co,       ^^  Topham,  which  we  think  is  a  true  one  "  (^).] 


(t)  Tarry  v.  Ashion  (1876),  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D.  314  ;  Clarli  v.  Chanibws  (1878),  L.  R. 
3  Q.  B.  D.  327. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

LEGALIZATION   OF   NUISANCES. 

The  tenn  nuisance  is  applied,  in  the  English  law,  indiscrimi-  NniBance, 
nately,  both  to  disturbances  of  an  easement  already  acquired,  and  ^  ' 
infringements  upon  the  natural  rights  of  property,  for  which  an 
action  can  be  sustained.  Strictly  speaking,  however,  the  term 
nuisance  should  be  confined  to  the  latter  class  of  injuries  only — 
those  acts  which,  though  originally  tortious,  as  infringing  the 
common  law  rights  of  property,  may  nevertheless,  in  process  of 
time,  confer  a  prescriptive  title  by  enjoyment.  This  distinction 
may  be  further  illustrated  by  considering,  that  when  the  matter  of 
complaint  is  the  disturbance  of  an  easement,  the  acts  done,  if 
allowed  to  be  continued  for  a  certain  period,  would  be  evidence  to 
show  that  no  easement  existed ;  whereas,  in  the  case  of  a  nuisance, 
properly  so-called,  the  effect  of  a  similar  continuance  will  be 
evidence  of  a  right. 

Many  acts  done  upon  a  man's  own  property,  which  are  in  their  Legalized 
nature  injurious  to  the  adjoining  land,  and  consequently  action-  ^  *^®' 
able  as  nuisances,  may  be  legalized  by  prescription  (a).  Thus,  the 
right  not  to  receive  impure  air  is  an  incident  of  property,  and  for 
any  interference  with  this  right  an  action  may  be  maintained ;  but 
by  an  easement  acquired  by  his  neighbour,  a  man  may,  it  appears, 
be  compelled  to  receive  the  air  from  him  in  a  corrupted  state,  as 
by  the  admixture  of  smoke  or  noisome  smells,  or  to  submit  to 
noises  caused  by  the  carrying  on  of  certain  trades.  Thus,  too, 
with  regard  to  flowing  water,  the  right  not  to  have  impure  water 
discharged  on  a  man's  land  is  one  of  the  ordinary  rights  of 
property ;  the  infringement  of  which  can  only  be  justified  by  an 
easement  previously  acquired  by  the  party  so  discharging  it. 

Thus,  it  is  said  in  Viner's  Abridg.  (6),  that  an  ancient  brew- 
house,  though  erected  in  Fleet  Street  or  Cheapside,  is  not  a 
nuisance.     So,  it  seems  that  an  ancient  user  may  be  a  justification 

(a)  Gf.   Lytielton    Timet  Co.,  Ltd.  y.  grant,  arising  from  the  oommon  inten- 

Warners,  Ltd.,  [1907]  A.  0.  476,  where  tion  of  the  parties. 

a  nuisance  from  noise  and  vibration  was  {b)  Nuisanoe,  G.                                          "      . 
legralized,  on  the  ground  of  an  implied 


u. 
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for  the  exercise  of  a  noisy  (b)  or  offensive  trade  (c),  or  for  discharg- 
ing water  in  an  impure  state  upon  the  adjoining  land  (d)  [or  for 
polluting  a  stream  (e)]. 

In  Bliss  V.  Sail,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says,  "  The  plaintiflE  came  to  his 
house  clothed  with  all  the  rights  appurtenant  to  it ;  one  of  which, 
at  the  common  law,  is  a  right  to  wholesome  imtainted  air,  unless 
the  business  which  creates  the  nuisance  has  been  carried  on  there 
for  so  great  a  length  of  time  that  the  law  will  presume  a  grant 
from  his  neighbours  in  favour  of  the  party  who  causes  it." 

"Twenty  years'  user,"  said  Park,  J.,  "would  legalize  the 
nuisance." 

[But  until  a  nuisance  arises,  no  one  can  complain.  And  there- 
fore a  right  to  carry  on  an  offensive  trade,  or  to  pollute  water  with 
sewage,  is  not  acquired  merely  by  having  carried  on  the  trade  or 
having  drained  into  the  water  for  twenty  years ;  but  it  must  be 
shown  that  the  air  over  the  plaintiff's  land,  or  the  water  to  which 
he  is  entitled,  has  been  corrupted  for  that  period  (/),  and  Cor- 
rupted to  the  extent  of  the  right  claimed  (^),  and  so  as  to  be 
actionable  or  preventible  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  predecessors  (A). 

There  can  be  no  prescription  to  make  a  common  nuisance,  which 
is  a  prejudice  to  all  people,  because  it  cannot  have  a  lawful  begin- 
ning, by  license  or  otherwise,  being  against  the  common  law.  Thus 
a  prescription  for  the  inhabitants  of  a  town  to  lay  logs  in  a  high- 
way was  held  void  (e) ;  and  so  of  a  prescription  to  send  sewage 
into  a  public  river  (k),  or  to  erect  a  weir  in  a  navigable  river  not 


(b)  EUioUon  v.  Fectham  (1835),  2 
Bing.  N.  C.  134 ;  S.  C.  2  Scott,'  174  ;  42 
R.  R.  657. 

(e)  Bliss  V.  Hall  (1838),  6  Scott,  600  ; 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  183  ;  44  R.  R.  697. 

(rf)  Wi-ight  V.  Williams  (1836),  1  M. 
&W.77;  46R.R.  265;  Broicn  ^ .  Mayor 
and  Corporation  of  Dunstabk,  [1899]  2  Ch. 
378. 

{e)  Carlyon  v.  Lovering  (1857),  1  H.  & 
N.  797 ;  Murgatroyd  v.  Robinson  (1857), 
7  E.  &  B.  391  ;  Moore  v.  Webb  (1857), 

1  C.  B.  N.  S.  673 ;  Sioekpwt  Waterworks 
Co,  V.  Fotter  (1861),  7  H.  &  N.  160 ; 
Wood  V.  Sutcliffe  (1851),  2  Sim.  N.  S. 
163  ;  Crossley  v.  Lightowl^r  (1867),  L.  R. 

2  Ch.  478 ;  Bax€ndell  v.  MeMurray  (1867), 
ibid.  790.    Diet.  Att.-Geti,  y.  Luton  Local 
Board  of  Health  (1866),  2  Jur.  N.  S.  180 ; 
Earl   of  Harrington  v.    Corporation'  of 
Derby,  [1906]  1  Ch.  205. 

(/)  Flighty.  Thomas (\%Z%\Q A.. kTS,, 
690;    Murgatroyd  v.  Robinson  (1857),  7 


E.  &  B.  391  ;  Goldsmid  v.  Tunbridge 
Wells  Improvement  Commissioners  (1866), 
L.  R.  1  Ch.  349. 

ig)  Crosslev  v.  Lightotvler  (1867),  L.  R. 

2  Ch.  478  ;  Heather  v.  Fardon  (1878),  37 
L.  T.  393.     Cf.  Lemmon  v.  Webb,  [18941 

3  Ch.  1  ;  on  appeal,  [1896]  A.  C.  1,  and 
Rushmer  v.  Folstie  and  AlJUri,  Ltd., 
[1906]  1  Ch.  234:  affd.,  [1907]  A.  O. 
121. 

{h)  Sturges  v.  Bridgman  (1879),  L.  R. 
11  Ch.  Biv.  862.  Cf.  Fletcher  v.  Beale^ 
(1886).  L.  R.  28  Ch.  D.  688. 

(i)  Fowltr  V.  Sanders  (1618),  Cro.  Jac. 
446;  Ikwell  v.  Sanders  (1619),  Cro.  Jac. 
490 ;  2  Rol.  Abr.  266 ;  Vin.  Abr.  Pre- 
scription, E. ;  Com.  Dig.  Pneacription, 

F.  2. 

{k)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Barmley  (1874),  9 
W.  N".  37.  The  question  as  to  whether 
there  can  be  prescription  to  discharge 
sewage  into  the  sea  was  raised,  but  not 
decided,  in  Foster  v.  Warblington  Urban 
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[erected  before  the  time  of  Edward  I.  (/) ;  similarly,  a  claim  to  a  No  presorip- 
right  to  use  a  public  footway  for  wheeled  traffic  after  forty  years'      oommoa 
user  for  that  purpose  was  held  bad  on  the  ground  that  the  user      nmaanoe. 
was  in  its  inception,  and  had  been  all  along,  a  public  nuisance  (m). 

But  where  the  nuisance  is  public  only  in  the  sense  of  being 
injurious  to  many  proprietors,  as  is  an  offensive  trade,  the  same 
rule  does  not  apply.  The  owners  of  property  affected  by  such 
trade  may  have  licensed  it,  or  have  taken  from  the  tradesman 
subject  to  his  right  to  carry  it  on  («).] 

Some  ancient  authorities  appear  to  have  recognized  a  species  of  Doctrine  of 
right  to  corrupt  the  air  or  disturb  a  natural  easement  given  by  an  S^^^ 
enjoyment,  however  short,  provided  that  at  the  commencement  of  exploded, 
it  no  person  was  in  a  situation  to  be  injured  by  such  corruption  or 
disturbance;  the  party  afterwards  complaining,  even  though  the 
nuisance  was  modem,  was  said  to  have  come  to  the  nuisance,  and 
was  held  to  have  no  right  of  action  for  any  injury  sustained. 

"  If  my  neighbour,"  says  Blackstone,  "  makes  a  tan-yard,  so  as 
to  annoy  and  render  less  salubrious  the  air  of  my  house  or  gardens, 
the  law  will  furnish  me  with  a  remedy ;  but  if  he  is  first  in 
possession  of  the  air,  and  I  fix  my  habitation  near  him,  the 
nuisance  is  of  my  own  seeking,  and  may  continue  "  (o). 

It  is  difficult  to  see  on  what  principle  this  doctrine  could  have 
been  supported ;  and  indeed  many  of  the  old  authorities  are  at 
variance  with  it,  and  the  [more]  recent  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  upon  this  point  appear  to  have  restored  the  law  to 
an  accordance  with  the  general  principles  of  easements. 

In  Leeds  v.  Shakerly  (jo),  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  LeecU  v. 
was  seised  in  fee  of  a  mill,  and  that  he  and  all  those,  &c.,  from  ^^^'^^'^^^ 
time  whereof,  &c.,  had  had  a  watercourse  running  by  three  mills, 
A,  B,  and  C,  to  his  said  mill.  That  the  defendant  cut  the  banks  of 
the  watercourse  in  A,  whereby  he  lost  the  profits  of  his  mill.  After 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  "That 
it  was  not  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  seised  of  the  mill  at  the 


Couneily  [1906]  1  K.  B.  648  ;  there  is  no  McAllister  (1891),  25  L.  R.  Jr.  524. 
such  right  at  common  law;  ibid. ;  Hobart  (,„)  Skeringham  Urban  DittHet  C^uftcil 

V.  Soulhend-on-Sea  Corporation  (1906),  75  y,  UoUey  (1904),  91  L.  T.  225. 

XJ.     J.     i^.     Jo.     305  I      94     Xj.      X.      33/    I      54  /     \      n  l^r       •!»       I^mniw       -rt        1  .A. 

W.  R.  454;    22  T.  L.  R.  307;  cim-  ,.  W  Reg^.NevtUe  (1792)    Peake    125 

promiaed  on  appeal,  22  T.  L.  R.  530.  f  iil.v^i*/^'^"^  ""'  ^'''^  (^^^®)»  ^-  ^• 

(/)  Rolle   V.    Whyte  (1868),   L.   R.   3  *  ^^^'  *''• 
Q.  B.  286 ;  Leeonfield  v.  Lonsdale  (1870),  (»)  2  Com.  402. 

L.    R.    5    C.    P.   657.      Of.    Traill  v.  {p)  (1600),  Cro.  Eliz.  751. 


Dame  £roto»ie. 
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DodTineof    time  of  the  cutting."     For  the  plaintiff  it  was  argued  that  the 

ntiifianoe.     wordfl,  "  seisitus  existit,  ipse  qui  et  omnes  iUi,"  &c.,  have  used  the 

ZeedtY.      watercourse,  were  a  sufficient  averment  of  seisin  at  the  time ;  and 

Shakeriy.     ^hat  this  Very  ohjection  had  been  made  and  overruled  in  Dame 

Bromie^s  Case  (q).    But  all  the  Court  (absente  Popham)  held,  that 

the  declaration  was  insufficient  for  this  cause.     Gtiwdy  said  that, 

in  Brotcne's  Case^  the  opinion  of  Lord  Dyer  was  that  the  count 

was  insufficient,  and  error  is  there  brought  of  the  said  judgment. 

Moore  v.  In  Dyer's  report  of  the  case  of  Moore  v.  Dame  Brmcne^  above 

referred  to,  it  is  said,  "  But  the  writ  and  count  were  faulty  in  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  supposed  to  be  owner  of  the  said  site  and 
messuage  of  Blackfriars  at  the  time  of  the  diversion,  but  only  at 
the  time  of  the  action  commenced ;  whereas  the  plaintiff  is  seised, 
and  does  not  say  was  seised,  &c.,  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  not 
damnified  by  the  diversion ;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
judgment  given."  But  by  Benloe's  Reports  (216),  it  appears 
that  judgment  at  length  was  given.  And  the  roll  being  searched, 
it  appears  judgment  was  given,  and  the  plaintiff  acknowledged 
satisfaction  of  the  damages,  and  the  defendant  afterwards  brought 
a  writ  of  error. 

Tenant  Y.  In  Tenant  v.  Goldwin{r)^  where  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff 

was  entitled  to  recover  damages  against  the  defendant,  who  had 
allowed  his  wall  to  be  out  of  repair,  so  that  the  filth  from  his  f orica 
ran  into  the  plaintiff's  cellar,  there  is  the  following  dictum  of  Lord 
Holt:  ^'If  a  man  erects  a  house  and  a  house  of  office,  and  the 
house  of  office  adjoins  to  a  vacant  piece  of  ground  which  keeps  in 
the  filth  of  the  house  of  office,  if  the  owner  of  the  vacant  piece  of 
ground  will  dig  a  cellar  there,  he  must  make  a  wall  to  the  house 
of  office." 

In  the  report  in  Salkeld,  who  was  cotmsel  in  the  case,  the  above 
dictum  is  given  with  the  very  important  additional  term  '^  that  the 
house  of  office  was  ancient,"  and  even  then  it  is  enunciated  as  a 
doubtful  position.  "  The  case  might  possibly  be  such  that  the 
defendant  might  not  be  bound  to  repair,  as  if  the  plaintiff  made 
a  new  cellar  under  the  plaintiff's  old  privy ;  or  in  a  vacant  piece 
of  ground  which  lay  next  the  old  privy ;  in  such  case  the  plaintiff 
must  defend  himself." 


Goldwin, 


(q)  (1572),  Dyer,  319,  b.  S.  G.,  1  Salk.  360.  [See  AUton  t.  Grant 

\r)  (1705),  2  Lord  Raymond,  1089  ;      (1854),  3  El.  &  Bl.  128.] 


LEGALIZATION  OF  NUISANCES.  443 

In  Lawrence  v.  0b€e{8)^  where  an  action  was  brought  for  a    Doctrine  of 
nuisance,  and  it  appeared  that  the  nuisance  was  not  felt  by  the      nuiaance. 
plaintiff  until  he  made  a  window  through  which  the   offensive  zatprmeey. 
smell  entered,  Lord  EUenborough  is  reported  to  have  said,  "  That  ^*^* 
the  plaintiff,  having  b.rought  the  nuisance  upon  herself  by  opening 
the  window,  had  no  right  of  action."    It  is  fully  consistent  with 
the  facts  stated  in  the  report,  that  the  nuisance  might  have  been 
an  ancient  one,  and   therefore  legalized  by  time.     It  was  not 
pressed  upon  the  Court  that  the  right  to  open  a  window  and  the 
right  not  to  have  corrupted  air  immitted  upon  a  man's  property 
are  both  common  law  rights  requiring  no  easement  to  support 
them.     The  wall  in  which  the  window  was  opened  was  an  ancient 
one,  but  no  point  appears  to  have  been  raised  on  that  ground. 

These  dicta,  however,  appear  to  be  opposed  to  principle,  and  to 
the  general  current  of  authority,  both  ancient  and  modern. 

Eic.  de  D.  (t)  brings  a  -wTit  of  "  Quod  permittat "  against  11.  Lib.  Abb. 
and  S.,  and  the  nuisance  was  assigned,  that,  whereas  he  hath  a 
house  in  S.,  with  apple,  pear,  and  other  trees,  bearing  fruit,  the 
defendant  levied  a  lime-kiln  so  near  to  the  house  of  the  said  Eic, 
that,  when  the  kiln  was  burning,  the  smoke  thereof  burnt  and 
scorched  the  trees,  which  became  dry  and  unfruitful. 

The  defendant  pleads,  that  the  plaintiff  hath  no  estate  in  the 
tenement  to  which,  &c.,  except  as  lessee  for  life  under  the  Abbot 
de  Berg. 

The  defendant  further  pleaded,  that  the  lime-kiln  was  so  built 
and  used  by  the  defendant's  father  before  the  plaintiff  had  any 
interest  in  the  frank  tenement ;  without  this,  that  he  had  levied 
any  nuisance  since,  &c. 

Upon  argument,  the  Court  held  the  plea  bad — "  If  the  defen- 
dant's father  were  now  alive,  the  plaintiff  would  have  an  assize 
against  him." 

Herle,  J.,  said:  "It  might  be  he  (the  father)  had  the  kiln 
there,  but  did  not  use  it,  and  the  tort  began  with  the  user;  or  that 
the  tort  was  begun,  and  then  discontinued,  and  renewed  again, 
after  he  was  possessed  of  the  frank  tenement ;  and  then  he  shall 
have  his  assize.  Thus,  if  my  father  had  a  right  of  way,  which 
was  stopped  by  a  hedge  or  by  a  diteh  levied  across  it,  and  the  tort 
was  submitted  to  without  debate  all  the  lifetime  of  my  father,  and 
after  his  death  I  find  the  way  open,  and  enter  and  use  it,  and  am 

(j»)  (1814),  3  Camp.  514 ;  14  R.  R.  830.  (t)  Assu.  anno.  4,  pi.  3,  p.  6, 
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coming  to 
nuisance. 


Lib.  Ass. 


afterwards  disturbed  by  the  feofiFee  of  him  who  levied  the  hedge, 
I  shall  have  an  assize  of  nuisance. 

"So  here,  although  we  have  the  kiln  before,  &o.,  and  the  tort 
begun,  if  afterwards  such  tort  be  discontinued,  and  then  in  his 
(plaintiff's)  time  it  begin  (again)  to  bum,  he  shall  have  an  action 
for  such  tort." 


Fitz.  N.  B. 


Westhoume  ▼. 
Mordant, 


Betwiek  v. 
Cunden  Hill. 


In  Fitzherbert  (w)  it  is  said,  "  If  a  man  levy  a  nuisance  unto 
the  freehold  of  another,  and  he  to  whom  the  nuisance  is  done 
make  a  feoffment  in  fee  of  the  land,  and  he  who  did  the  nuisanoe 
make  a  feoffment  of  the  land  in  which  the  nuisance  is,  yet  there 
is  a  writ  in  the  Register  for  the  feoffee  of  him  to  whom  the 
nuisance  was  levied  against  the  feoffee  of  the  other  to  reform  that 
nuisance." 

In  Westbourne  v.  Mordant  (ar),  which  was  an  action  upon  the 
case,  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a 
meadow  adjoining  a  certain  brook,  from  the  20th  April,  et  adhuo 
inde,  &c.,  and  that  defendant,  on  the  said  20th  April,  put  in  divers 
loads  of  stones  into  the  said  brook,  and  by  it  obstupavit  aquam 
illam ;  that  it,  from  the  said  20th  April  to  the  day  of  the  writ 
purchased,  overflowed  his  meadow,  so  that  he  could  not  have  any 
benefit  from  it. 

After  verdict,  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  "  because 
the  nuisance  is  supposed  to  be  done  before  the  plaintiff's  title  did 
commence,  so  no  cause  of  action." 

Gawdy,  J.,  said :  "  The  declaration  is  good,  for  an  action  of  the 
case  declareth  the  whole  matter,  so  that  it  is  not  material  when 
the  nuisance  was  erected,  for  he  that  is  hurt  by  it  shall  have  an 
action." 

Fenner,  J.,  agreed,  it  may  be  the  nuisanoe  was  not  by  the 
stopping  till  the  running  of  the  water,  and  the  action  being 
brought,  as  the  truth  is,  is  well  brought ;  and  Wray  being  absent, 
they  commanded  judgment  to  be  entered,  if  nothing  said  to  the 
contrary. 

In  Beswick  v.  Cunden  jSill{y)y  the  plaintiff  declared  that  the 
defendant  "  levied  a  dam  in  such  a  river  such  a  day,  whereby  it 
surrounded  the  land  of  J.  S.,  who  afterwards  enfeoffed  the  plaintiff 
thereof,  and  that  defendant  adhuc  malitiose  custodivit  the  said  dam. 


(tt)  N.  B.  124  H.  p.  290.  (:r)  (1590),  Cro.  Eliz.  191. 

(y)  (1593),  Cro.  Eliz.  402. 
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whereby  the  plamtifi's  land  is  Bturounded."  To  this  deolaration 
the  defendant  demurred  in  law. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer  it  was  contended,  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  maintain  the  action,  as  he  had  nothing  in  the  land  at 
the  time  when  the  nuisance  was  erected,  and  4  Assize,  3,  was  cited, 
and  no  new  injury  was  done ;  it  was  admitted  that  an  action 
would  lie  if  any  new  act  had  been  done,  as  the  turning  of  the 
watercock  in  Dyer,  319,  which  made  a  new  nuisance  each  time. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  the  action  was  not  brought 
for  levying  the  dam,  but  continuing  the  same  from  such  a  day  to 
such  a  day,  which  was  after  the  plaintiff's  purchase,  &c.  Rolf^a 
Case,  decided  in  Easter  Term,  25  Eliz.  (2),  was  cited,  that  "where 
one  erected  a  house  so  near  to  another's  that  the  rain  descended 
from  the  new  house,  &c.,  and  the  heir  brought  an  action  upon  the 
case  for  the  nuisance  made  by  building  the  house  in  his  father's 
lime,  he  should  recover  by  judgment." 

Grawdy  and  Popham,  Justices,  thought  the  action  was  well 
brought  for  the  continuance;  and  Popham  took  the  distinction 
between  the  cases  in  which  no  interest  remains  in  the  thing 
obstructed  to  the  party  against  whom  the  nuisance  is  done,  and 
where  he  still  retains  some  profit  or  interest  therein.  In  the 
former  case  the  remedy  is  provisional  only ;  in  the  latter  it  passes 
to  the  heir  or  purchaser.  "  If  I  have  potwater  running  from  my 
river  to  my  home,  and  T.  stops  it  in  his  land  before  it  comes  to  my 
landy  and  T.  die,  or  make  a  feoffment  over,  my  heir  or  feoffee 
have  not  any  remedy  for  this  tort  made  before  their  time ;  but 
where  any  profit  remains  which  comes  to  the  heir  or  feoffee,  after 
the  nuisance  done,  therefore,  for  so  much  of  the  profit  as  is  come 
unto  them,  and  is  taken  from  them  by  the  continuance  of  the 
nuisance,  they  shall  have  their  action.  Then  here,  by  the  levying 
of  the  dam,  the  inheritance  of  him  to  whom  it  was  levied  is  not 
taken  away:  but  although  his  land  be  surrounded,  some  profit 
remained  unto  him,  which  he  hath  conveyed  to  the  feoffee,  which 
being  taken  from  him  by  the  contiQuance  of  the  nuisance,  it  is 
reason  that  the  feoffee  should  have  his  action ;  and,  therefore,  if 
one  levies  a  bank  in  a  river,  whereby  part  of  my  land  is  sur- 
rounded, and  afterwards  I  make  a  feoffment  of  my  land  to  J.  S., 
and  afterwards  another  part  is  surrounded  by  reason  of  that  bank, 
he  shall  have  an  assize  of  nuisance  (quod  fuit  concessum) ;  so  here. 


Doctrine  of 
coming  to 
nuisance. 

Beswiek  v. 
Cundm  Hill. 


(s)  Cited  p.  5  Bep.  101  a. 
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Boctiiiie  of   for  that  the  land  of  the  feoffee  grew  a  malo  ad  pejus  die  in  diem, 
nuisance,     hj  reason  of  the  inundation  made  bj  this  dam,  it  is  reason  the 

Btnciek  v.     f^offeo  should  have  his  action.   The  same  law  is  for  a  non-feasance, 

Cunden  Hill,   viz.,  for  not  repairing  of  a  bank  where,  &o." 

Clench  and  Fenner,  Justices^  contrd,  were  of  opinion,  that  the 
feoffment  extinguished  the  tort, ''  and  nothing  had  been  done  since 
the  feoffment  which  the  feoffee  could  punish."  Upon  its  being 
moved  again,  the  justices  all  agreed  that  the  action  was  well 
brought,  and  it  was  accordingly  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff. 

Another  action  on  the  case,  between  the  same  parties,  for  the 
continuance  of  a  certain  bank  (quandam  molem),  appears  to  have 
been  decided  in  favour  of  the  defendant  on  demurrer  to  the 
declaration : — "  All  the  justices  resolved  for  the  defendant.  Ist. 
That  this  action  upon  the  case  lies  not,  because,  if  it  were  a 
nuisance,  the  plaintiff  might  have  his  remedy  by  an  assize  or  quod 
permittat  (a) ;  and  a  man  shall  never  have  an  action  on  the  case 
where  he  may  have  any  other  remedy,  by  any  writ  found  in  the 
Begister,  for  this  is  pnly  given  where  there  wants  such  a  remedy. 
2nd.  There  is  not  here  any  offence  committed  by  the  defendant, 
for  he  allegeth  that  he  kept  and  maintained  a  bank,  which  is,  that 
he  kept  it  as  he  found  it,  and  that  is  not  any  offence  done  by  him, 
for  he  did  not  do  anything ;  and  if  it  were  a  nuisance  be/ore  his 
tini€y  it  is  not  any  offence  in  hitn  to  keep  it ;  but  the  plaintiff  is  to 
have  his  remedy  to  abate  it  by  a  quod  permittat ;  and  therefore, 
this  case  differs  from  4  Ass.  pi.  3,  for  there  the  using  was  a  new 
nuisance,  but  is  not  so  here  "  (6). 

In  the  report  of  the  same  case  in  Moore  (c),  it  is  stated,  "  that 
the  bank  was  levied  before  the  defendant  was  enfeoffed  " ;  and  it 
was  adjudged  '^  by  the  court,  that  the  action  lay  for  the  continu- 
ance against  the  feoffee,  and  that  in  such  case  it  would  lie  against 
an  heir;  and  a  case  was  cited  of  Rolfx,  Rolf  in  this  court,  where 
a  house  was  built  so  near  to  another  house,  that  the  (new)  one 
annoyed  the  other  with  continual  dropping,  and  the  feoffment  was 
made  of  the  new  house ;  and  it  was  adjudged  that  an  action  on  the 
case  would  lie  against  the  feoffee  for  the  continuance." 


{a)  [On  the  nature  of  these  writs,  see  though  not  in  the  plaintiff's  time.    The 

3  Blackst.  Gomm.  220,  1.]  Court  appear  to  have  oonfounded  the 

(b)  Cro.  Eliz.  620,  nom.  Besvoieke  t.  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  sue  with  the  lia- 

Cumden,  biUty-  of  a  defendant  to  be  sued  for  the 

There  appears  to  he  some  'mistake  in  continuance  of  a  nuisance  erected  be- 

the  report  here,  as  the  defendant  not  fore  his  estate  oommenoed. 
only  kept,  but  also    levied   the   dam,  (c)  P.  353,  nom.  Beiwiek  v.  Combdon, 
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According  to  this  latter  report,  tbese  cases  are  only  an  authority    Doctrine  of 
for  the  proposition  that  the   feoffee  of  a  party  who  erected  a      naisanoe. 


nuisance  is  liable  for  its  continuance — a  position  which,  except  in 
some  particular  cases,  appears  hardly  to  have  been  questioned  (d). 

The  report  of  the  case  of  Bolf  v.  JRolf,  as  given  by  Lord  Jtoi/y,  Rolf, 
Goke(e),  is  altogether  different,  and  fully  confirms  the  passage 
from  Fitz.  N.  B.,  above  cited.  John  Eolf  was  seised  of  a  house 
in  fee,  and  Eichard  Eolf  was  seised  of  a  piece  of  land  adjacent  to 
the  said  house,  and  on  this  he  built  a  new  house,  so  nearly  adjoin- 
ing the  house  of  John  that  the  rain  fell  thereon  from  the  roof 
of  his  new  house.  John  Eolf  died,  and  his  house  descended  to 
his  son,  as  did  the  new  house  and  land  to  the  son  of  Eichard,  who 
refused,  upon  request  made  to  him,  to  remove  the  projecting  eaves, 
and  John,  the  son,  accordingly  brought  an  action  against  him,  and 
upon  demurrer  it  was  held,  that  the  action  lay — ^because  the 
defendant,  on  request,  did  not  reform  the  nuisance  which  his  father 
made,  but  suffered  it  to  continue  to  the  prejudice  and  damage  of 
the  son  and  heir  of  him  to  whom  the  wrong  was  done. 

In  Moore,  449,  nom.  Beswick  v.  Comeden,  three  exceptions  are 
tiEiken :  1st,  That  assize  lay  and  not  case.  2nd,  That  '^  custodire 
and  manutenere  "  are  not  sufficient  words  of  tort.  And  3rd,  That 
a  qu6d  permittat  lay  by  the  statute,  and  not  an  action  on  the  c£ise. 
And  it  was  adjudged,  that  the  plaintiff  should  take  nothing  by  his 
writ. 

In  another  report,  nom.  Beswick  v.  Omuden  (/),  it  is  said, 
^'  adjudged  that  the  feoffee  shall  have  an  action  on  the  case  for  a 
nuisance  erected  before  his  time  and  continued  during  his  time, 
but  only  for  the  continuance." 

In  Penruddock^a  Case  (g)y  one  Clark  brought  a  qu6d  permittat  Tenruddoek's 
against  Penruddock  and  wife,  "  and  the  case  was  such — John 
Cock  built  a  house  on  his  own  freehold  so  neax  the  curtilage  of 
Thomas  Chuckley  that  it  hung  over  three  feet  of  the  said  curti- 
lage ;  and  afterwards  Chuckley,  to  whom  the  nuisance  was  done, 
conveyed  his  house  to  the  plaintiff,  and  John  Cock  conveyed  his 
house  to  the  defendants ;  and  the  first  question  was,  whether  the 
writ  lies  in  this  case  for  a  feoffee  or  not " ;  and  it  was  objected, 
**  that  when  a  wrong  and  injury  is  done  by  levying  of  a  nuisance 


{d )  [See  aco.  £roder  y.  Saillard  (1876),  (/)  Mooie,  699. 

L.  R.  2  Ch.  D.  692.]  iff)  (1738),  5  Bep.  100  b. 

(e)  (1738),  6  Bep.  101. 
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nuisance. 

Fenruddoek^s 
Case. 


Some  V. 
Barwith, 


Doctrine  of    for  which  an  action  lies,  that  if  he  who  has  the  freehold  to  which 

coming  to       -  ,  ,  , 

the  nuisance  is  done  conveys  it  over,  now  this  wrong  is  remediless. 
As  if  the  landlord  encroaches  on  the  rent  of  his  tenant,  the  tenant 
cannot  avoid  this  wrong  in  an  avowry;  but  in  an  assize,  or  a 
cessavit,  or  a  ne  injust^  vexes,  he  may.  But  if  the  tenant  to  whom 
the  wrong  is  done  enfeoffs  another,  his  feoffee  shall  never  avoid 
this  wrong,  for  he  shall  take  the  land  in  the  same  plight  as  it  was 
given  him."    And  so  in  the  case  of  common. 

"But  it  was  answered  and  resolved,  that  the  dropping  of  the 
water  in  the  time  of  the  feoffee  was  a  new  wrong,  so  that  the  per- 
mission of  the  wrong  by  the  feoffor,  or  his  feoffee,  to  continue  to 
the  prejudice  of  another,  should  be  punished  by  the  feoffee  of  the 
house,  &c.,  and  if  it  be  not  reformed  after  request,  a  qu6d  permittat 
lies  against  the  feoffee."  This  judgment  was  affirmed  on  a  writ 
of  error,  and  "so  this  case  was  adjudged  by  all  the  judges  of 
England." 

In  Some  v.  Barimh  (A),  it  is  said,  "It  was  also  held  that  for  a 
nuisance  erected  in  the  time  of  the  devisor,  and  continued  after- 
wards, (as  this  case  was,)  the  devisee  shall  join  in  the  action ; 
for  the  continuance  thereof  is  as  the  new  erecting  of  such  a 
nuisance." 

In  Roawell  v.  Priar,  as  reported  in  12  Mod.  635,  after  giving 
the  decision  that  an  action  lay  for  continuing  a  nuisance  either 
against  the  lessor,  or  his  lessee,  at  the  plaintiff's  option  (/),  there 
is  the  following  dictum  : — "  But  if  this  action  here  were  brought 
by  an  alienee  of  the  land  to  which  the  nuisance  was  against  the 
erector,  and  the  erection  had  been  before  any  estate  in  the  alienee, 
the  question  would  have  been  greater ;  because  the  erector  never 
did  any  wrong  to  the  alienee."  The  reports  of  this  case  in  Sal- 
keld  and  Lord  Raymond  (k)  contain  no  such  dictum,  which,  at 
the  utmost,  amounts  to  a  doubt  only,  and  is  directly  at  variance 
with  the  decisions  in  Rolf  v.  Jtolf  and  in  Penruddock^s  Case. 

In  Viner's  Abr.  (/),  it  is  said,  "  If  a  man  build  a  kiln  to  bum 
chalk  to  the  nuisance  of  my  house  and  trees  next  adjoining,  and 
after  discontinues  the  use  of  it,  and  then  dies,  and  his  heir  renews 
the  use  of  it  again,  this  is  a  new  nuisance  by  the  heir,  and  a  qu6d 
permittat  lies  against  him  for  it.     But  otherwise  it  would  be,  if 


RmwcU  v. 
Frior, 


Viner. 


(h)  (1610),  Cro.  Jao.  231. 

(i)  [Cf.  Maton  y.  Shrewthury  and 
Hereford  Raih  Co,  (1871),  L.  B.  6  Q.  B. 
678.] 


{k)  RoeeweU  v.  Prior  (1699),  2  Salk. 
460 ;  1  Lord  Raym.  392,  713. 

(Z)  Nusanoe,  L. 
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the  kiln  never  was  discontinued  in  the  life  of  the  father,  but  had    Doctrine  of 
been  always  used,  and  the  heir  continued  to  use  in  the  manner ;     ^^ol^ce. 
for  there  no  qu6d  permittat  lies  against  him." — 4  Ass.  3.  ' 

The  case  itself  (w),  of  which  this  purports  to  be  an  abstract, 
does  not  contain  the  last  of  these  two  positions;  in  addition  to 
which  it  is  expressly  relied  on  in  Penruddock^s  Case  as  an  autho- 
rity for  a  qu6d  permittat  lying  in  a  case  where,  if  the  above  quo- 
tation were  correct,  it  clearly  could  not  have  been  maintained. 
The  position  in  Viner  would  no  doubt  be  true,  if  sufficient  time 
had  elapsed  to  confer  a  prescriptive  title  on  the  father,  and  no 
addition  had  been  made  by  the  son ;  but  of  this  no  mention  is 
made  in  the  Year  Book. 

*'  Where  there  hath  been  an  ancient  brewhouse  time  out  of  Brewery  Case. 
mind,  although  in  Oheapside  or  Fleet  Street,  &c.,  this  is  not  any 
nuisance,  because  it  shall  be  supposed  to  have  been  erected  when 
there  were  no  buildings  near.  ContrA — if  a  brewhouse  should  be 
now  erected  in  any  of  the  streets  or  trading  places,  this  shall  be  a 
nuisance,  and  an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  whomsoever  shall 
receive  any  damage  thereby ;  and  accordingly  in  an  action  brought 
by  one  Bobins,  a  laceman,  in  Bedford  Street,  against  a  brewer,  for 
a  nuisance  from  the  brewhouse  to  the  goods  in  his  shop,  (it  being 
a  brewhouse  of  ten  years^  standing^  the  jury  gave,  for  two  years' 
damages,  60/."  The  obvious  inference  from  which  is,  that  the 
laoeman's  shop  had  only  been  open  during  the  two  years  for  which 
the  damages  were  given  (n). 

In  the  [more]  recent  case  of  EllioUon  v.  Feetham  and  another  (o),  Eiiiotton  v. 
the  declaration  complained  of  a  nuisance  to  the  plaintifE's  dwelling-  -'^^'*''^- 
house  from  certain  workshops  and  a  manufactory  for  the  working  of 
iron  belonging  to  the  defendants.  The  defendants  pleaded,  '^  That 
they  were  possessed  of  their  said  workshops  and  manufactory  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  long,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  ten  years, 
before  the  plaintiff  became  possessed  of  his  said  term  of  and  in  the 
said  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the 
declaration  mentioned ;  and  that  the  defendants  always  from  the 
time  at  which  they  so  became  possessed  of  their  said  workshops 
and  manufactory,  down  to  and  until  the  plaintiff  so  became  pos- 
sessed of  his  messuage  or  dwelling-house  with  the  appurtenances, 
as  aforesaid,  used,  exercised,  and  carried  on  the  said  trade  and 


[m)  Vide  ante,  443.  (o)  (1835),  2  Bing.  K.  C.  134 ;  S.  C,  2 

\n)  Yiner,  Abr.  Niuaiioe,  G.  pi.  18.  Soott,  174  ;  42  R.  B.  557. 
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Dooizme  of   business  of  ironmongers,  and  worked  iron,  and  made  and  manufao- 


ooming  to 
noisaiioe. 


£li%ott<m  T. 
Feetham, 


tured  ironmongery  goods  in  their  said  workshops  and  manuf actorj, 
without  any  let,  suit,  interruption,  molestation,  or  complaint  by  or 
on  the  part  of  the  owners  or  oooupiers  of  the  said  messuage  or 
dwelling-house  now  of  the  plaintiff :  and  that  the  defendants,  from 
the  time  the  plaintiff  so  became  possessed  of  his  said  messuage  or 
dwelling-house  hitherto,  had  continued  to  use,  exercise  and  carry 
on  the  said  trade  and  business  of  ironmongers,  and  to  work  iron, 
and  make  and  manufacture  ironmongery  goods  in  their  said  work- 
shops and  manufactory  in  the  same  manner  as  they  had  always, 
from  the  time  of  their  becoming  possessed  of  their  said  workshops 
and  manufactory,  down  to  and  until  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  so 
became  possessed  of  his  said  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  been 
used  and  accustomed  to  do,  and  without  making  or  causing  to  be 
made  in  their  said  workshops  and  manufactory  larger  fires,  x)r 
louder,  heavier,  more  jarring,  varying,  or  agitating,  hammering,  or 
battering  sounds  or  noises  than  the  defendants  had  during  all  the 
previous  time  been  accustomed  to  do,  or  than  were  necessary  and 
requisite  to  enable  them  to  carry  on  their  said  trade  and  busineBS 
in  and  upon  their  said  workshops  and  premises,  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  had  always  theretofore  been  used  and  accustomed 
to  do." 

Upon  demurrer  to  the  replication,  the  plea,  which  it  was 
attempted  to  support  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Leeds  v. 
Shakerly  (jt?),  was  held  bad,  "the  Court  intimating  that  the  defen- 
dants should  at  least  have  alleged  a  holding  of  twenty  years' 
duration  "  {q).  Judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 
BlU9T.Edii.  In  BK88  V.  Hall{r)y  an  action  on  the  case  was  brought  for  a 
nuisance  occasioned  by  the  defendant  carrying  on  the  business  of 
a  candle-maker.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  was  possessed  of 
the  messuage  in  which,  &c.,  for  three  years  before  the  plaintiff 
became  possessed  of  the  house  to  which,  &c.,  and  had  during  all 
that  time  carried  on  his  business  "  in  the  same  manner  and  degree, 
and  to  the  same  extent,  and  at  the  same  hours,  as  at  the  time  when  " 
the  nuisance  complained  of  took  place.  Upon  demurrer  to  this 
plea  the  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


(p)  (1600),Cro.  El.'761. 

[g)  [Even  this  would  amMtrentlj  have 
been  insuffioient,  nnless  tae  plaintifl  or 
his  predeoeeson  had  oocapied  his  dweL- 
ling-hooae   dnriog   the  whole  period: 


Siur^et  v.  Bridffman  (1879),  L.  B.  11 
Gh.  DiT.  852.] 

(r)  (1838),  5  Soott,  600  ;  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
188 ;  44  B.  B.  697. 
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Tindal,  C.  J.,  said,  "  The  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  complains    Doctrine  of 
that  the  defendant  "wrongfully  carried  on  in  messuages  contiguous     nuisance. 
to  the  messuage  of  the  plaintiff  the  trade  or  business  of  a  candle-  '^luTvTsaiL 
maker,  &c.,  by   means   whereof    divers    noisome,    noxious,   and 
offensive  vapours,  fumes,  smeUs,  and  stenches,  issued  from  the 
defendant's  messuages,  and  diffused  themselves  through  and  about 
the  plaintiff's  messuage,  thereby  corrupting  the  air,  and  making 
the  plaintiff's  dwelling  offensive  and  unwholesome,  &c. 

^'  The  defendant,  in  answer,  says,  that  he  was  possessed  of  his 
messuages  for  the  space  of  three  years  next  before  the  plaintiff 
became  possessed  of  his  messuage,  and  that  he  had,  during  all 
that  time,  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  candle-maker  there  to  the 
same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  at  the  time  complained  of. 
That  plea  appears  to  me  to  afford  no  answer  whatever  in  point  of 
law  to  the  charge  in  the  declaration,  which  unquestionably  is  a 
nuisance.  It  may  be  that  the  defendant  was  the  first  occupier ; 
but  the  plaintiff  came  to  his  house  clothed  with  all  the  rights 
appurtenant  to  it,  one  of  which  at  common  law  is  a  right  to  whole- 
some and  untainted  air,  unless  the  business  which  creates  the 
nuisance  has  been  carried  on  there  for  so  great  a  length  of  time, 
that  the  law  will  presume  a  grant  from  his  neighbours  in  favour 
of  the  party  who  causes  it.  JElliotson  v.  Feetham  decided  the  ' 
point." 

Park,  J.,  cited  Penruddock^s  Case  (s),  and  observed,  "  JElliotson 
V.  Feetham  is  identical  with  the  present  case.  As  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  there  observed,  'when  a  man  takes  a  house  he  takes  it 
with  all  the  rights  incident  to  it ; '  so  here,  even  in  the  case 
supposed  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  the  plaintiff  would  have  had 
a  right  to  that  of  the  deprivation  of  which  he  complains.  Twenty 
years'  user  would  legalize  the  nuisance,  but  here  the  defendant 
only  alleges  a  user  of  three  years." 

Yaughan,  J.,  concurred.  '^  An  offensive  trade,"  said  the  learned 
judge,  *^  may  be  a  nuisance  or  not,  according  to  the  place  in  which 
it  is  carried  on.  Here  the  manufactory  complained  of  is  not  shown 
to  have  been  remote  from  human  habitations.  There  is  nothing 
upon  the  face  of  the  plea  to  show  that  the  nuisance  is  hallowed 
by  prescription."  And  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquet  added,  "  It  clearly 
is  not  enough  in  such  a  case  as  this  for  the  defendant  to  show 
a  short  possession  and  exercise  of  the  offensive  trade  anterior  to 


(a)  (1738),  5  Bep.  100  b;  supra,  p.  447. 
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Doctrine  of 
coming  to 
nuisance. 

Doctrine  now 
exploded. 


the  oommenoement  of   the  plaintiff^s  possession.    Nothing  less 
than  a  twenty  years'  user  will  afford  a  defence." 

[In  Tipping  v.  St.  Helens  Smelting  Co.  (t)  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  disentitled  to  relief  hy  injunction  by  reason  of 
his  having  come  to  the  nuisance,  and  it  is  now  perfectly  settled 
that  the  doctrine  is  exploded  (u).] 


What 
amounts  to 
a  nuisance. 


Public 

nuisance 

actionable. 


It  is  by  no  means  easy  to  define  in  general  terms  what  precise 
amount  of  infringement  of  the  general  rights  of  property  ia 
requisite  to  confer  a  right  of  action.  There  "  must,  at  all  events, 
be  some  sensible  diminution  of  these  rights  affecting  the  value  or 
convenience  of  the  property ; "  and  though  certain  trades  have 
been  declared  to  be  nuisances  when  carried  on  in  particular 
situations,  yet  it  appears  to  be  in  every  instance  a  question  of  fact 
whether  such  a  degree  of  annoyance  exists  as  can  be  said  to 
amount  to  a  nuisance. 

["  Lex  non  favet  delicatorum  votie."  The  question  in  each  case 
is,  according  to  Knight  Bruce,  V.-C,  in  the  case  of  Walter  v. 
Selfe  (a?),  (aflSrmed  on  appeal),  "  whether  the  inconvenience  ought 
to  be  considered  as  one  of  mere  delicacy  or  fastidiousness,  or  as  an 
inconvenience  materially  interfering  with  the  ordinary  comfort 
physically  of  human  existence,  not  merely  according  to  elegant  or 
dainty  modes  and  habits  of  living,  but  according  to  the  plain,  sober, 
and  simple  notions  among  English  people ;  "  in  other  words,  "  will 
the  proceeding  abridge  and  diminidi  seriously  and  materiaUj  the 
ordinary  comfort  of  existence  to  the  occupiers,  whatever  their 
rank  or  station,  or  whatever  their  state  of  health  may  be  ?  "  (y).] 

The  fact  that  a  private  nuisance  may  also  be  indictable  as  a 
nuisance  to  the  public,  does  not  prevent  any  individual  from 
bringing  an  action  against  the  party  causing  it,  provided  he  can 
prove  that  he  has  himself  sustained  some  special  in  jury  thereby  (s). 


it)  Post,  p.  469, 

(m)  Alt. -Gen.  v.  Corporation  of  Man- 
chester, [1893]  2  Ch.  at  p.  96. 

(x)  (1851),  4  De  G.  &  S.  316 ;  87 
Sf.  xC.  393. 

(y)  Ct.Crumpy. Lambert  {IS6'I),'L.'R.S 
Eq.  409  ;  ^cWv.  Ha;/  (1873),  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
467 ;  Rushmer  v.  PoUue  and  Alficri,  Ltd,, 
[1906]  1  Ch.  234  ;  aff.  [1907]  A.  C.  121. 

(z)  Chichester  v.  Lethbridge  (1738)/ 
Willes,  73;  Crowder  v.  Tinkler  (1816), 
19  Ves.  621 ;  13  R.  R.  267  ;  IBoyce  v. 
Faddington  Borough  Council,  [1903]  1  Ch. 
109;  reversed  by  C.  A.,  [1903]  2  Ch. 
666;  but  restored  by  H.  of  L.,  [1906] 
A.  C.  1 ;  Sherrinffham  Urban  Council  v. 


ffolsef/  (1904),  91  L.  T.  226  ;  JTedn^sbHrff 
V.  The  Lodge  Holes  Colliery  Co.^  Lt4.f 
[1907]  1  K.  B.  78,  per  Cozens-Hardy 
and  Farwell,  L.JJ.  Cf.  Stoke  Parish 
Council  V.  Price,  [1899]  2  Ch.  277; 
Chaplin  ^  Co.  v.  Mayor  of  Westminster, 
[1901]  2  Ch.  329  ;  Att.-Gen.  and  Spalding 
jRural  Council  v.  Gamer,  [1907J  2  K.  B. 
480 .  That  private  inj urj ,  arising  from  a 
public  nuisance,  is  the  subject-matter  of 
an  action  fur  damages,  is  a  doctrine  as 
uld  an  any  in  the  common  law  :  per  Cur. 
in  Hardcootle  \ .  South  Yorkshire  Rail.,  ^, 
Co. ,  ante,  p.  437 ;  and  see  the  judgment 
of  Eindereley,  V.  -C. ,  in  Soltau  v.  Ih  Held 
(1861),  2  Simons,  N.  S.  133 ;  89  B.  B. 
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It  would  be  an  endless  task  to  enumerate  all  the  instances  of  Infitanoes  of 
nuisance  for  which  an  action  can  he  mamtained.  It  may  he 
sufficient  to  observe,  that  the  erection  of  anything  offensive,  so 
near  the  house  of  another  as  to  render  it  useless  and  unfit  for 
habitation,  e.g.,  the  erection  of  a  swine-sty,  lime-kiln,  privy, 
smith's  forge,  tobacco-mill,  tallow-furnace,  near  a  common  inn, 
or  the  like,  is  actionable  {a). 

The  oldest  reported  case  of  a  nuisance  caused  by  carrying  on 
an  offensive  trade  is  in  4  Ass.  3,  already  mentioned,  for  erecting 
a  lime-kiln. 

^'  A  tan-house  is  necessary,  for  all  men  wear  shoes,  and  never-  Tan-house, 
theless  it  may  be  pulled  down,  if  it  be  erected  to  the  nuisance  of 
another :  in  like  manner  of  a  glass-house,  and  they  ought  to  be  Glaas-hoiue. 
erected  in  places  convenient  for  them "  (ft).     "  The  erecting  a 
common  or  private  brew-house  is  not  of  itself  a  nmsance,  nor  the  Brewery, 
burning  of  sea-coal  in  it ;  but  if  it  is  erected  so  near  the  house  of 
another  that  his  goods  are  thereby  spoilt,  and  his  house  made 
uninhabitable  by  the  smoke,  an  action  lies  "  (c). 

In  1  Boll.  Abr.  (d)  are  given  instances  of  nuisances,  by  a  man 
keeping  stinking  tallow  and  greaves,  the  stench  whereof  drove 
away  the   guests   from   the    plaintiff's    house;    and  erecting  a 
smelting-house  adjoining  plaintiff's  field,  whereby  the  grass  was  SmeltiDg- 
withered  and  his  horses  and  cows  killed  (c).  houae. 

In  2  EoU.  Abr.  (/)  the  instances  given  of  trades  which  are 
nuisances  at   law,  are: — ^A  glover  making  a  lime-pit  so  as  to  Lime-pit. 
corrupt  a  watercourse ;  a  man  levying  a  pig-sty  so  near  a  house  Pig-Btj. 
that  by  reason  of  the  smell  the  owner  cannot  live  therein  (g) ;  the 
erecting  a  lime-kiln ;  and  '^  a  dyer  erecting  a  dye-house  so  near  to  Dye-houso. 
my  house  that  I  cannot  dwell  therein,  pur  le  fetor  del  fume  et 
auter  sordides." 

In  Aldred's  Case  (A),  the  declaration  stated  that,  by  reason  of 
the  stench  from  the  defendant's  pig-sties,  *'  the  plaintiff  and  his 
servants  could  not  remain  in  his  house  for  fear  of  infection." 


245,  in  which  cafle  the  nniBance  com- 
plained of  was  lond  noise  of  bells ;  and 
Fritz  T.  Hobson  (1880),  L.  R.  14  Ch.  D. 
642.] 

(a)  Sel.  N.  P.  12th  edit.  1129  ;  Elliot- 
son  y.  Feetham  (1836),  2  Bing.  N.  0. 
134  ;  42  B.  B.  667 ;  Sliss  ▼.  BaU  (1838), 
6  Scott,  600 ;  4  Bing.  N.  C.  183 ;  44 
B.  B.  697. 

.  {b)  Per  Hide,  G.  J.,  in  Jones  v.  Fowell 
(1629),  Palmer,  639. 


(e)  Agreed  per  Cor.  Ibid. 

{d)  P.  88,  Action  on  the  case,  pi.  6,  7. 

\e)  [Bishop  Auckland  Local  Board  y. 
Bishop  Auckland  Iron  Co.  (1882),  L.  B. 
10  Q.  B.  D.  138.] 

(/)  Nnsans,  141,  pi.  13,  14,  16,  18. 

iff)  [Banbury  Sanitary  Authority  y. 
Paffc  (1881),  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  D.  97 ;  J&pi^ 
y.  London  Tramtcays  Co,,  [1893]  2  Ch. 
688.] 

(A)  (1611),  9  Rep.  67  b. 
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Noise. 


Dyer. 


Instanoesof        In  JRex  V.  Pierce  {i)^  an  information  was  brought  against  the 

'—  defendant,  by  the  Recorder  of  London,  for  erecting  and  continuing 

Soap-boilery.  a  soap-boilerj  in  Wood  Street.  It  was  held  by  Jefferies,  0.  J., 
"  That,  though  such  a  trade  is  honest,  and  may  be  lawfully  used, 
yet,  if  by  its  stench  it  be  an  annoyance  to  the  neighbours,  it  is  a 
nuisance."  A  case  is  also  mentioned  of  a  ^'calender-man  in 
London,  in  Bread  Street,  who  was  convicted  before  Lord  Hale  on 
such  an  information ;  for  that  the  noise  of  his  trade  disturbed  the 
neighbours  and  shook  the  adjacent  houses  "  :  and  another  case  of  a 
brew-house  on  Ludgate  Hill,  Rex  y.  Jordan^  where  defendant  was 
compelled  '^  to  prostrate  the  same  and  convert  it  to  other  purposes ; 
for  that  such  trades  ought  not  to  be  in  the  principal  parts  of  the 
city,  but  in  the  outskirts." 

A  case  is  cited  in  Jones  v.  Powell  {k)y  of  an  action  brought 
against  a  dyer,  ''Quia  fumos,  foedidates,  at  alia  sordida  juxta 
parietes  querentis  posuit,  per  quod  parietes  putridse  devenerunt,  et 
ob  metum  infectionis  per  horridum  vaporem,  &c.,  ibid,  morari  non 
audebat."  In  Jones  v.  Powell,  a  brew-house  in  which  sea-coal  was 
burnt  was  held  to  be  a  nuisance. 

In  Baines  v.  Baker  {I),  Lord  Hardwicke  refused  to  grant  an 
injunction  to  stay  the  building  of  a  small-pox  hospital  in  Cold 
Bath  Fields,  very  near  the  houses  of  several  of  the  plaintiff's 
tenants;  though  it  appeared  that  in  the  lease  of  the  house  in 
question,  granted  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  there  was  a 
covenant  against  turning  it  into  a  brew-house,  because  it  would 
be  a  nuisance.  The  Lord  Chancellor  said :  "  I  am  of  opinion  it 
is  a  charity  likely  to  prove  of  great  advantage  to  mankind.  Such 
an  hospital  must  not  be  far  from  a  town,  because  those  that  are 
attacked  with  that  disorder,  in  a  natural  way,  may  not  be  carried 
far." 

[In  the  last-cited  case  there  was,  in  fact,  no  nuisance  at  all ;  see 
the  comments  of  Kindersley,  V.-C,  in  SoUau  v.  Be  Meld  (m). 
Other  cases.         The  later  cases  of  nuisance  have  been  chiefly  concerned  with 


Small-poz 
hospital. 


(t)  35  Car.  2 ;  2  Shower,  327,  Case 
329. 

{k)  (1629),  Hutton,  136. 

\l)  (1762),  Ambler,  158  ;  3  Atk.  750. 

(m)  (1851),  2  Sim.  N.  S.  133;  89 
K.  R.  245.  See  also  Metropolitan  Asylum 
District  y.  Mill  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App. 
Cas.  193 ;  Fleet  y.  Metropolitan  Aeylume 


Board  (1886),  2  Times  L.  R.  361 ;  Ben- 
deloto  y.  Ouardians  of  JFortley  Union 
(1887),  4  Times  L.  R.  67 ;  Att,'Gen,  t. 
Corporation  of  Manchester y  [1893]  2  Gh.  ' 
87 ;  Att.-Oen,  y.  Bathminea  and  Pem^ 
broke  Joint  Hospital  Boards  [1904]  1 
Ir.  R.  161 ;  Mews'  Digest,  col.  268 ;  and 
AU.'Oen.  y.  Corporation  of  Nottingham^ 
[1904]  1  Oh.  673. 
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[noise  or  vibration  (n)  or  obstruction  of  highways  by  crowds  (o),  or    iMtpoee  of 
with  the  disposal  of  sewage  and  refuse  (jt?).]  ^ 

The  right  of  sending  on  the  neighbouring  land  air  impregnated  ^^^  ^^• 
with  smoke,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  be  a  nuisance,  was  recognized 
as  a  servitude  bj  the  civil  law  in  the  same  manner  as  the  right  of 
throwing  water  used  in  manufactories,  or  otherwise,  upon  the  ad- 
jacent land  (q),  though  no  such  servitude  existed  where  the  right 
was  claimed  to  such  an  extent  only  as  was  necessary  for  the 
ordinary  purposes  of  domestic  life  (r). 

The  following  authority  has  been  frequently  cited : — In  Com.  Doctrine  of 
Dig.  («)  it  is  said :  "  So  it  (an  action)  does  not  lie  for  a  reasonable  °^' 

use  of  any  right,  though  it  be  to  the  annoyance  of  another.    As 
if  a  butcher,  brewer,  &c.  use  his  trade  in  a  convenient  place, 


(n)  SoUau  v.  JDe  Held  (1861),  2  Sim. 
N.  S.  133;  89  B.  R.  245;  Gaunt  v. 
Finney  (1872),  L.  R.  8  Oh.  8 ;  Ball  r. 
Mav  (1873),  ibid.  467  ;  Broder  y.  Saillard 
(1876),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  D.  692 ;  Seather  v. 
JPardon  (1878),  37  Law  Ti.  Rep.  393 ; 
Siurff09  Y.  Bridfffnan  (1879),  L.  R.  11 
Oh.  DiY.  852;  London,  Brighton^  and 
South  Coast  Railway  y.  Truman  (1885), 
L.  R.  11  App.  Oas.  46;  Harrison  y. 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Co,^ 
[1891]  2  Oh.  409  ;  Bellamy  y.  WeUa 
(1891),  60  L.  J.  Oh.  166  ;  63  L.  T.  636 ; 
39  W.  R.  168  ;   Chriatie  y.  Davy,  [1893] 

1  Oh.  316 ;  Germaine  y.  London  Ex- 
hibitions, Ltd,  (1896),  76  L.  T.  101 ; 
Knight  Y.  Isle  of  Wight  EUctrie  Light 
and  Power  Co.  (1904),  90  L.  T.  410; 
Colwell  Y.  St.  Faneras  Borough  Council, 
[1904]  1  Oh.  707;  Lipman  y.  FuUtnan 
(1904),  91  L.  T.  132  ;  Bmhmer  y.  Folsue 
andAlJleri,  Ltd.,  [1906]  1  Oh.  234;  aff. 
[1907]  A.  0.  121. 

(o)  Bellamy  y.  Wells,  nbi  snp. ;  Barber 
Y.  F^ky,  [1893]  2  Oh.  447 ;  Chase  y. 
London  County  Council  (1898),  62  J.  P. 
184  ;  Dewar  y.  City  and  Suburban  Baee' 
course  Co.,  [1899]  1  Ir.  R.  345. 

(p)  Att.-Gen.  y.  Basingstoke  (1876),  24 
W.  R.  817  ;  St.  Helenas  Chemical  Co.  y. 
St.  Helenas  (1876),  L.  R.  1  Exoh.  D. 
196  ;  Humphries  y.  Cousins  (1877),  L.  R. 

2  0.  P.  D.  239 ;  Glossop  y.  Heston  and 
Isleworth  Local  Board  (1879),  L.  R.  12 
Oh.  DiY.  102  ;  Att.-Gen.  y.  Jhrking 
(1882),  L.  R.  20  Oh.  DiY.  696  ;  Charles 
Y.  Finchley  Local  Board  (1883),  L.  R.  23 
Oh.  D.  767  ;  Ballurd  y.  Tomlinson  (1886), 
L.  R.  29  Oh.  DiY.  116 ;  Brown  y.  Mayor 
and  Corporation  of  Dunstable,  [1899]  2 
Oh.  378 ;  Gihbings  y.  Hungerford,  [1904] 
1  Ir.  R.  211. 


There  haYe  been  other  recent  deoisions 
upon  misoellaneous nuisances,  e.g.,  heat, 
Beinhardt  y.  Mentasti  (1889),  L.  R.  42 
0.  D.  685;  Sanders-Clark  y.  Grosvenor 
Mansions  Co.,  Ltd.,  [1900]  2  Oh.  373  ; 
fat-melting  business,  Att.-Gen.  y.  Cole 
#  Son,  [1901]  1  Oh.  206 ;  pollution  of 
water  by  gas,  Batehsller  y.  Tunbridge 
Wells  Gas  Co.,  (1901)  84  L.  T.  765; 
overhanging  trees,  Lemmon  y.  Webb, 
[1894]  3  Oh.  1 ;  on  appeal,  [1895]  A.  0. 
1 ;  SmUh  V.  Giddy,  [1904]  2  E..  B.  448. 

{q)  Non  putare  se,  ex  tabemd  oasearifl 
f nmum  in  superiora  ssdiiioia  jure  immitti 
posse,  nisi  el  rei  servitutem  talem 
admittit.  Idemque  ait,  et  ex  saperiore 
in  iuferiora  non  aquam,  non  quid  aUud 
immitti  lioet.  In  suo  enim  alii  hactenus 
faoere  lioet,  quatenus  nihil  in  alienum 
immittat ;  f umi  autem,  siout  aquae,  esse 
immissionem ;  posse  igitur  saperiorem 
oum  inferiore  agere,  "jus  illi  non  esse 
id  ita  facere."— Dig.  8,  6,  8,  §  6,  si  serv. 
Yind. 

Ergo  per  contrarium  ag^  poterit,  '*  jus 
esse  fumum  immittere.'*  oed  et  inter- 
dictum  **  uti  possidetis  "  poterit  locum 
habere,  si  quia  prohibeatur,  quaUter 
Yelit  suo  uti.— Ibid. 

Nam  et  in  balineis  (inquit)  Yaporibus 
oum  Qnintilla  ounioulum  pergentem  in 
Ursi  Julii  instruxisset,  placnit,  potuisse 
tales  serYitutes  imponi. — Ibid.  §  7. 

(r)  Apud  Pomponium  dubitatur  an 
quia  possit  ita  agere,  **licere  fumum 
non  gravem,  puta  ex  fooo,  in  suo  fa- 
oere," aut  **  non  lioere."  Et  ait  magis 
non  posse  agi :  siout  agi  non  potest, 
'*ju8  esse  in  suo  ignem  facere,  autse- 
dere,  aut  laYore." — Ibid.  {  6. 

(«)  Action  upon  the  case  for  a  Nuis- 
ance (0). 
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though  it  be  to  the  annoyance  of  his  neighbour."    No  authority 
is  cited  {t). 

This  appears,  however,  to  refer  rather  to  the  amount  of  annoy- 
ance requisite  to  give  a  right  of  action  at  all  for  a  nuisance  than 
the  right  to  cause  one;  [and  with  this  interpretation  the  later 
cases,  except  that  of  Hole  v.  Barlow  (w),  agree. 

In  the  case  last  mentioned  the  defendant  burnt  bricks  within 
a  short  distance  of  the  plaintiff's  house.  The  learned  judge^  at 
the  trial  of  an  action  for  the  nuisance  thereby  occasioned,  left  to 
the  jury  the  questions,  first, — was  the  place  where  the  bricks  were 
burnt  a  proper  and  convenient  place  for  the  purpose  ?  and,  if  noty 
was  the  nuisance  such  as  to  make  the  enjoyment  of  life  and  pro- 
perty uncomfortable  ?  The  jury  found  for  the  defendant ;  and 
in  discharging  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction, Crowder,  J.,  said  that  the  direction  was  comkteni  with 
all  the  authorities^  and  the  Court  would  be  in  effect  overruling 
several  if  they  were  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

No  authorities  were  cited  by  the  Court  except  the  passage  from 
Comyns  above  mentioned;  but  it  may  be  observed  that  the 
direction  is  opposed  to  the  opinions  expressed  by  the  judges  in 
BUm  v.  Hall  and  ElUotson  v.  Feethanty  in  both  of  which  it  is  laid 
down  by  the  Court,  that  twenty  years'  user  is  required  in  order  to 
deprive  a  neighbour  of  his  remedy  for  the  nuisance  caused  by 
carrying  on  an  ofEensive  trade,  and  no  trace  of  the  doctrine  is  to 
be  found  in  them,  that  no  user  is  required  if  the  place  be  a 
"  proper  and  convenient "  one. 

No  reference  was  made  by  the  Court  to  the  case  of  Walter  v. 
Selfe  (ar),  nor  to  the  judgments  in  the  two  other  cases  already 
referred  to ;   and  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  a  direct  conflict  of 


{t)  [The  authority  for  the  passage  in 
Com.  Dig.  is  probably  2  Roll.  Abr.  139, 
NusiuiB,  F.  pi.  2.  **If  a  man  makes 
candles  in  a  vill,  by  which  he  causes  a 
noisome  smell  to  the  inhabitants,  still 
this  is  no  Duisance,  for  the  needfulness 
of  them  shall  dispense  with  the  noisome- 
ness  of  the  smell,  3  Jac.  B.  R.  Ranketfa 
Case  adjudged. ' '  (Yin .  Abr.  Nusance,  F. 
pi.  2.)  Hawkins  questions  the  reason- 
ableness of  this  opinion.  (P.  C.  bk.  1, 
c.  32,  8.  10,  vol.  1,  694,  Curwood's  edit.) 

Or  he  may  refer  to  Anon.  (1  Vent. 
26) :  '*  It  was  said  that  a  man  ought 
not  to  be  punished  for  the  erecting  of 
anything  necessary  for  his  lawful  trade, 
but  it  was  answered  that  this  ought  to 


be  in  a  eofivenient  place  where  it  may  not 
be  a  nuisance.  For  Twisden  said  he  had 
known  of  an  injunction  for  erecting  of 
a  brew-house  near  Serjeants'  Inn  ;  but 
the  other  justices  doubted  and  agreed 
that  it  was  unlawful  only  to  erect  such 
things  near  the  King's  palace.** 

The  places  where  trade  oould  be 
carried  on  in  towns  appear  formerly  to 
have  been  regulated  by  bye -law.  See 
pi.  84,  £.16  Gar. ;  Flayer  v.  Jenkins^ 
1  Sid.  284  ;  B.  R.  P.  18  Car.  2 ;  Vin. 
Abr.  Bye-laws,  B.  pi.  16;  1  Russell  on 
Crimes,  p.  440,1 

(tt)  (1858),  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  334. 

{x)  (1851),  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  315;  87 
R.  R.  393. 
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[opinion  existed  upon  the  question,  whether  a  man  has  a  right  to    Doctripe  of 

cause  noxious  matters   to   flow  on  to  his  neighbour's  land  to - 

such  an  extent  as  to  render  the  enjoyment  of  life  and  property       Barhu>^ 
substantially  uncomfortable,  in  any  case  except  that  in  which  an 
easement  has  been  acquired  entitling  him  to  do  so. 

From  the  report  of  Hole  v.  Barlow^  it  does  not  appear  upon 
which  of  the  questions  left  to  them  the  jury  found  their  verdict ; 
but,  although  from  the  judgments  delivered  in  that  case,  it  appears 
that  the  judges  were  not  of  opinion  that  this  was  material,  the 
effect  of  the  actual  decision  is  quite  altered  by  the  fact  mentioned 
by  Martin,  B.,  in  his  judgment  in  Stockport  Waterworks  Co.  v. 
Potter  (y),  namely,  that  the  jury  in  fact  found  that  there  was 
no  nuisance. 

The  real  effect  of  the  placitum  in  Comyns*  Digest,  already  Real  meaning 
cited,  p.  455,  is  shown  in  the  interpretation  of  the  word  "  con-  doctrine, 
venient,"  adopted  by  Hide,  C.  J.,  in  Palmer's  Rep.  539,  and 
Martin,  B.,  in  Stockport  Waterrcorks  Co.  v.  Potter^  ubi  sup., 
according  to  which  "  convenient  place  "  means  a  place  where  a 
nuisance  will  not  be  caused  to  another;  and  the  authorities 
in  which  the  locality  has  been  spoken  of  as  material  in  deter- 
mining the  question  of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance  are  perfectly 
consistent  with  this  interpretation.  Upon  the  question  of  fact, 
whether  a  nuisance  has  been  caused  by  the  defendant  at  all,  the 
nature  of  the  locality,  like  every  other  fact  in  the  case,  must 
be  taken  into  consideration ;  but  that  question  really  is,  whether 
the  act  of  the  defendant  renders  the  enjoyment  of  life  and 
property  by  the  plaintiffs  uncomfortable,  and  if  this  be  found  in 
the  affirmative,  it  should  seem  conclusive  of  the  right  to  recover, 
whatever  the  locality ;  and  the  great  inconvenience  and  insecurity 
which  would  result  if  this  were  not  so  are  obvious  (s). 

In  Beardmore  v.  Treadwell{a)j  Stuart,  V.-C,  granted  an  injunc-  Beardmorey, 
tion  against  brick-burning.  He  said,  "  Where  a  man  is  injuring  ^''^^"'^^'• 
his  neighbour  to  a  very  material  extent  in  a  way  not  absolutely 
necessary,  this  Court  is  always  disposed  to  interfere.  In  such  cases 
the  balance  of  convenience  must  be  attended  to.  Upon  the  result 
of  the  evidence  it  is  proved  that  there  has  been  an  actual  and  posi- 
tive injury  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  comfort  and  enjoyment 


(y)  (1861),  7  H.  &  N.  160.  Borough  Council  (1858),  4  K.  &  J.  628, 

(z)  See  also  the  judgment  of  Wood,  (a)  (1863),  9  Jur.  N.  S.  272  ;  3  Giff. 

V.-C.,    in    AtL'Gen,    y.    Birmingham  ^  683. 
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[of  her  mansion  have  been  disturbed ;  that  the  ornamental  trees 
planted  to  exclude  the  appearance  of  unsightly  objects  have  in 
some  cases  been  destroyed,  and  in  many  cases  injured."  As  to 
the  ruling  of  Byles,  J.,  in  Hole  v.  Barhw^  "  that  no  action  lies  for 
the  reasonable  use  of  a  lawful  trade  in  a  convenient  and  proper 
place,"  he  observes,  "  in  this  exposition  of  the  law,  the  words  *  con- 
venient and  proper*  must  be  taken  subject  to  some  qualification; 
nobody  will  doubt  that  to  the  brick-burner  the  place  may  be 
convenient,  and  probably  the  most  convenient  place  that  can  be 
found,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  place  being  convenient  to  one  party 
is  not  enough  to  justify  the  continuance  of  the  acts  if  they  make 
the  enjoyment  of  life  and  property  uncomfortable  to  the  other, 
especially  if  they  can  be  done  elsewhere  without  these  injurious 
consequences  following.  The  words  therefore,  ^convenient  and 
proper,'  must  be  used  with  reference  to  the  situation  of  both 
parties." 

In  Bamford  v.  Tumky  (6),  another  brick-burning  case,  Code- 
bum,  0.  J.,  on  the  authority  of  Hole  v.  Barlow^  directed  the  juiy 
that  if  they  thought  the  spot  was  convenient  and  proper,  and  the 
burning  of  the  bricks  was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  reasonable 
use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own  land,  the  defendant  would  be 
entitled  to  a  verdict,  independently  of  the  question  whether  there 
was  an  interference  with  the  plaintiff's  comfort  thereby ;  and  a 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant.  On  appeal  to  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  the  direction  was  held  to  be  improper,  the 
verdict  was  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  for 
40«.  The  majority  of  the  Court  (Erie,  C.  J.,  Williams  and 
Keating,  JJ.,  and  Wilde,  B.)  held,  that  Hole  v.  Barlow  was  not 
well  decided,  and  that  the  words  "convenient  place,"  in  the 
passage  in  Com.  Dig.,  meant  a  place  where  a  nidsance  would  not 
be  caused  to  another,  in  conformity  with  the  observations  in  the 
above  passage  (p.  457) ;  and  that  the  law  was,  that  a  man  might, 
without  being  liable  to  an  action,  exercise  a  lawful  trade,  as  that 
of  a  butcher  or  brewer,  or  the  like,  notwithstanding  it  was  carried 
on  so  near  the  house  of  another  as  to  be  an  annoyance  to  him,  in 
rendering  his  residence  there  less  delectable  or  agreeable,  provided 
the  trade  were  so  conducted  that  it  did  not  cause  what  amounted 
in  point  of  law  to  a  nuisance  to  the  neighbouring  house.  Pollock, 
C.  B.,  dissented  from  the  judgment.  The  parties  afterwards 
agreed  to  enter  a  stet  processus. 


{b)  (I860),  3  B.  ft  S.  62. 
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[In  Cavey  v.  Ledbitter  (c),  Wightman,  J.,  refused  to  leave  to  the    Doctrine  of 

jury  the  question  whether  the  place  where  the  defendant  humed 

the  brioks  was  a  convenient  and  proper  place  for  the  purpose,  hut  z^ldHtur. 
left  it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  acts  of  the  defendant  rendered 
the  plaintiff's  residence  substantially  uncomfortable,  and  whether 
his  shrubs,  &c.  had  been  thereby  injured.  The  plaintiff  obtained 
a  verdict  for  £20.  The  Court  held  the  judge's  direction  correct. 
Erie,  C.  J.,  said  that  the  Court  in  Bamford  v.  Tumley  only 
decided  that  the  form  of  question  adopted  in  Hole  v.  Barloto  was 
wrong.  He  observed,  that  the  affairs  of  life  in  a  dense  neighbour- 
hood could  not  be  carried  on  without  mutual  sacrifices  of  comfort, 
and  in  all  actions  for  discomfort  the  law  must  regard  the  prin- 
ciple of  mutual  adjustment;  that  the  notion,  that  the  degree 
of  discomfort  which  might  sustain  an  action  under  some  circum- 
stances must  therefore  do  so  under  all  circumstances,  was  as 
untenable  as  the  notion,  that  if  the  act  complained  of  was  done 
in  a  convenient  time  and  place,  it  must  therefore  be  justified, 
whatever  the  degree  of  annoyance  that  was  occasioned  thereby; 
and  that  the  judgment  of  Willes,  J.,  in  Hole  v.  Barlow^  appeared 
to  him  to  be  sound. 

In  Tipping  v.  8L  Helenas  Smelting  Co.  (d),  an  action  for  a  Tippinp  v. 
nuisance  by  noxious  fumes  from  a  smelting-house,  Mellor,  J.,  SmUing  Co. 
directed  the  jury  that  every  man  is  bound  to  use  his  own  property 
in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  injure  the  property  of  his  neighbour, 
unless  he  has  acquired  a  prescriptive  right  to  do  so ;:  but  tiiat  the 
law  does  not  regard  trifling  inconveniences.  Everything  must  be 
looked  at  from  a  reasonable  point  of  view,  and  therefore,  in  an 
action  of  nuisance  to  property  from  noxious  vapours,  the  injury,  to 
be  actionable,  must  be  such  as  visibly  to  diminish  the  value  of  the 
property  and  the  comfort  and  enjoyment  of  it.  In  determining 
that  question,  time,  locality,  and  all  the  circumstances  must  be 
taken  into  consideration.  In  places  where  great  works  had  been 
erected  and  carried  on,  which  were  the  means  of  developing  the 
national  wealth,  persons  must  not  stand  on  extreme  rights  and 
bring  actions  in  respect  of  every  matter  of  annoyance,  as,  if  that 
were  so,  business  could  not  be  carried  on  in  such  places.  The 
defendant  complained  of  the  direction,  but  the  Courts  of  Queen's 
Bench  and  Exchequer  Chamber  held  it  to  be  correct ;  and  Cockbum, 


{c)  (1863),  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  470.  (d)  (1863),  4  B.  &  S.  608. 
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[C.  J.,  said  that  it  was  not  a  right  question  to  put  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  place  where  the  act  was  done  was  a  proper  and  con- 
venient one  for  the  purpose,  or  whether  the  doing  of  it  in  that 
place  was  a  reasonahle  use  of  the  defendant's  land,  and  that  it  was 
inconsistent  with  sound  reason  to  say  that  the  matter  could  be 
considered  with  reference  to  the  interest  of  the  public.  Without 
compensation,  an  individual  was  not  precluded  from  redress  for 
private  injury  on  account  of  a  benefit  to  the  public  arising  from 
that  injury.  The  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of 
Lords  (/»). 

In  Reinhardt  v.  Mentasti  (/),  where  the  defendant  had  put  up 
a  stove,  the  heat  of  which  rendered  the  cellar  of  the  plaintifi's 
house  unfit  for  storing  wine,  Kekewich,  J.,  examined  the  authorities 
on  this  point,  and  held  it  to  be  no  answer  to  the  case  that  the 
defendant  was  making  a  reasonable  use  of  his  own  property. 

In  Sanders- Clark  v.  Grosvenor  Mansions  Co.y  Ltd.  (^),  it  was 
held  that  in  considering  cases  of  nuisance  the  Court  will  have 
regard  to  whether  the  person  alleged  to  have  created  the  nuisance  is 
making  a  reasonable  use  of  his  property.  But  this  means  reasonable, 
not  from  his  own  point  of  view  only,  but  having  regard  to  the 
character  of  the  neighbourhood  and  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances (A). 

In  Att,'Gen,  v.  Corporation  of  Manchester  {i)^  where  an  action 
was  brought  to  restrain  the  erection  of  a  small-pox  hospital 
as  a  public  nuisance,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
evidence  to  justify  "  a  well-founded  and  reasonable  apprehension 
of  danger,"  and  the  injunction  was  refused  on  the  facts.  Chitty, 
J.,  added  that  '^in  the  case  where  the  health  of  the  Queen's 
subjects  in  general  is  concerned,  it  may  possibly  be  a  question 
whether,  if  the  evidence  shows  that  the  maintenance  of  a  small- 
pox hospital  is  on  the  whole,  balancing  the  good  against  the  evil, 
more  beneficial  to  the  health  of  the  public  at  large,  or  to  that 
portion  of  the  public  that  inhabits  and  frequents  the  neighbour- 
hood, than  the  leaving  of  the  persons  suffering  from  the  disease 
scattered  in  their  own  houses,  some  weight  might  not  be  properly 
allowed  to  this  circumstance " ;  but  he  expressly  refrained  from 


(e)  \\B.,'L.C.%i2y  St.  Helen' » Smelting 
Co,  V.  Tipping. 
(/)  (1889),  L.  R.  42  Ch.  D.  685. 
(^)  [1900]  2  Ch.  373. 


(h)  Att.'Gen.  v.  CoU  ^  Son,  [1901]  1 
Ch.  205. 

(i)  [1893]  2  Ch.  87. 
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[making  this  oonsideration  any  ground  for  his  decision.     It  is  to   P^^[^[?^°f 
be  noted  that  the  case  was  one  of  public  and  not  private  nuisance. 


conyemence. 


To  the  same  effect  was  Att,-Gen.  v.  Nottingham  Corporation  (k),  Att.-Oen.  v. 
where  it  was  sought  to  restrain  the  use  of  a  newly-erected  building  corporation, 
as  a  smallpox  hospital.  No  case  of  injury  had  arisen,  and  the 
action  was  quia  timet.  It  was  held  by  Farwell,  J.,  that,  in  the 
conflicting  state  of  medical  opinion  upon  the  point,  the  establish- 
ment of  a  smaU-pox  hospital,  properly  managed,  could  not  of  iteelf 
be  considered  so  serious  a  danger  as  to  support  a  quia  timet  action. 

It  is  no  answer  to  a  claim  for  an  injunction  against  a  nuisance  Other  exist- 
for  fouling  water  that  the  water  is  already  fouled  by  others,  who  ^"^  nmaances. 
have  a  right  to  do  so.  "  The  circumstance  of  the  plaintiflE  buying 
up  these  rights  (he  had  bought  up  some  but  not  all)  indicates  the 
soundness  of  the  rule  of  law  which  has  been  laid  down  in  the 
House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  St.  Helenas  Smelting  Co.  v.  Tipping^ 
namely,  that  you  cannot  justify  an  additional  nuisance  in  the  case 
of  smoke,  if  it  can  be  clearly  traced  to  your  new  chimney,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  had  a  great  many  nuisances  to 
encounter  before.  If  the  nuisances  which  he  has  had  to  encounter 
before  have  been  such  that  it  is  impossible  to  trace  any  evil  to  the 
work  you  are  conducting  with  your  new  chimney,  possibly  the  case 
may  be  otherwise ;  though  even  then  it  must  be  seen  how  im- 
reasonable  it  would  be  to  allow  such  an  excuse,  because  the  circum- 
stance that  a  person  who  is  so  injured  can  buy  up  those  who  have 
acquired  rights  against  him  is  no  reason  why  he  should  be  com* 
pelled  to  submit  to  your  additional  nuisance  imtil  he  has  bought 
up  all  the  rest"  (/). 

And  in  JRushmer  v.  Polsue  and  Alfieri,  Ltd.  (m),  it  was  held  Ru«^*ner  v. 
actionable  to  subject  an  occupier  of  a  house  in  a  locality  devoted  to  Aijifri,  Ltd. 
noisy  trades  to  such  an  increase  of  noise  as  to  interfere  substantially 
with  the  ordinary  comfort  of  human  existence,  according  to  the 
standard  prevailing  in  the  locality. 

But  the  damage  must  be  sensible,  substantial,  and  actual ;  and  Damage 
the  Court  will  not  take  into  account,  contingent,  prospective,  or  ^^^^ai 
remote  danger.     "  The  law  does  not  take  notice  of  the  imper- 
ceptible accretions  to  a  river-bank  or  to  the  sea-shore,  although 
after  a  lapse  of  years  they  become  perfectly  measureable  and 


{k)  [1901]  1  Ch.  673.  L.  R.  3  Eq.  409  ;  17  L.  T.  N.  S.  133. 

(/)  CrossleuY.  Liffhtowler  (lS6e),L.'R.  ,   ,  ^        ,        _ 

3Eq.289,perWood,  V..C::2Ch.Ap.  (m)  [1906]   1    Ch.   234;    aff.    [1907] 

478.    See  also  Crump  y.  Lambert  (1867),  A.  C.  121. 
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Damage  [asoertainable ;  and  if,  in  the  course  of  nature,  the  thing  itself  is 
substantia].  SO  imperceptible,  so  slow,  and  so  gradual  as  to  require  a  great 
lapse  of  time  before  the  results  are  made  palpable  to  the  ordinary 
senses  of  mankind,  the  law  disregards  that  kind  of  imperceptible 
operation.  So,  if  it  were  made  out  that  every  nunute  a  millionth 
of  a  grain  of  poison  were  absorbed  by  a  tree,  or  a  millionth  of  a 
grain  of  dust  deposited  upon  a  tree,  that  would  not  afford  a 
ground  for  interfering,  although  after  the  lapse  of  a  million  minutes 
the  grains  of  poison  or  the  grains  of  dust  could  be  easily  detected. 
It  would  have  been  wrong,  as  it  seems  to  me,  for  this  court  in 
the  reign  of  Henry  VI.  to  have  interfered  with  the  further  use  of 
sea-coal  in  London,  because  it  had  been  ascertained  to  their 
satisfaction,  or  predicted  to  their  satisfaction,  that  by  the  reign  of 
Queen  Yictoria  both  white  and  red  roses  would  have  ceased  to 
bloom  in  the  Temple  Gardens.  If  some  picturesque  haven  opens 
its  arms  to  invite  the  commerce  of  the  world,  it  is  not  for  this 
court  to  forbid  the  embrace,  although  the  fruit  of  it  should  be  the 
sighta,  and  sounds,  and  smells  of  a  common  sea-port  and  ship- 
building town,  which  would  drive  the  Dryads  and  their  masters 
from  their  ancient  solitudes  "  (w).] 


(n)  Per  James,  L.  J.,  in  Sakfin  v.  North Brancepeth  Coal  Co.  (1874),  L.  B.  9Gh.  705. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 


PARTY   WALLS  AND  FENCES. 


Although,  strictly  speaking,  the  rights  and  Kabilities  of  the  Party-walla 
owners  of  property  adjoining  to  a  party-wall  relate  principally  to  ^^^mmon. 
the  doctrine  of    tenancy  in  common,  yet  some  of    the  rights 
exercised  over  it  partake  of  the  character  of  easements. 

The  common  user  of  a  wall  adjoining  lands  belonging  to 
different  owners  is  prim&  facie  evidence  that  the  wall  and  the  land 
on  which  it  stands  belong  to  the  owners  of  those  adjoining  lands 
in  equal  moieties,  as  tenants  in  common  {a). 

Where  the  precise  extent  of  land  originally  belonging  tp  each  Preflumjtion 
owner  can  be  ascertained,  the  presumption  of  a  tenancy  in  common  "  ^ 
does  not  arise,  but  each  party  is  the  owner  of  so  much  of  the  wall 
as  stands  upon  his  own  land  {b). 

In  the  latter  case,  there  seems  no  authority  for  saying  that  the 
rights  of  the  respective  owners  of  the  portions  of  the  wall  differ 
from  those  of  the  proprietors  of  any  other  two  walls  which  abut 
on  each  other:  unless  prevented  by  some  easement  having  been 
acquired,  either  party  would  be  at  liberty  to  pare  away  or  even 
entirely  to  remove  his  portion,  notwithstanding  the  other  half 
might  be  unable  to  stand  without  the  support  of  it  (c).  At  the 
utmost,  the  fact  of  the  close  union  of  the  walls  could  only  impose 


(a)  Cuhitt  V.  ForUr  (1828),  8  B.  &  G. 
257  ;  32  B.  R.  374,  and  note,  p.  269  ; 
WilUhireY.  Sidford  (1827),  1  M.  &  Ry. 
404;  31  R.  R.  i29  ;_[}Fat8on  v.  Gray 
(1880),  L.  R.  14  Oh.  D.  192.  In  May- 
fair  Property  Co.  v.  Johtuton,  [1894]  1 
Ch.  608,  an  order  for  partition  of  a 
party  wall  was  made.] 

{b)  Matt8  V.  Hawkiru  (1813),  6  Taont. 
20;  14  R.  R.  695.  [Of.  Murly  v. 
MeDermott  (mS),  8  A.  &  E.  138. 
Where  an  estate  had  been  laid  out  in 
building  plots  and  sold  under  stipu- 
lations in  the  conveyances  to  the  effect 
that  the  purchaser  ox  a  plot  first  build- 
ing a  party  wall  (the  middle  of  which 
was  to  be  the  boundaiy  between  that 
plot  and  the  adjoiiung  oae)  should  be 


paid  by  the  purchaser  of  the  adjoining 
plot  one-half  the  yalue  of  the  party- 
wall,  it  was  held  that  there  was  an  im- 
plied contract  on  the  part  of  a  pur- 
chaser using  a  party-wall  erected  by 
the  predecessor  in  title  of  the  owner  of 
an  adjoining  plot  to  pay  to  tiie  owner  of 
the  adjoining  plot  half  the  cost  of  that 
party-wall,  although  the  wall  had,  in 
fact,  been  built,  not  by  such  owner,  but 
by  his  predecessor  in  title.  Irving  v. 
Twmbull,  [1900]  2  Q.  B.  129.] 

(e)  Wigfordw  Gill  (1592),  Cro.  Eliz. 
269  ;  8  B.  &  C.  264 ;  32  R.  R.  374.  Of. 
per  Parker,  J.,  in  Jones  v.  JMtchard, 
reported  in  Times  Newspaper,  Feb.  7th, 
1908. 
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a  dutj  of  greater  caution  than  might  otherwise  be  required  iu 
removing  the  materials.  "  If,"  said  Bayley,  J.,  "  the  wall  stood 
partly  on  one  man's  land  and  partly  on  another's,  either  party 
would  have  a  right  to  pare  away  the  wall  on  his  side,  so  as  to 
weaken  the  wall  on  the  other,  and  to  produce  a  destruction  of 
that  which  ought  to  be  the  common  property  of  the  two  "  (rf ). 

In  general,  however,  party-walls  will  be  found  "  to  be  built  on 
the  common  property  of  the  two,  and  to  be  the  common  property 
of  both ; "  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  further  proof  than  that 
which  is  afforded  by  evidence  of  a  common  user,  such  will  be 
presumed  to  be  the  case. 

A  wall  may  be  a  party-wall  up  to  a  certain  point,  namely,  so 
far  as  it  divides  two  buildings  of  unequal  height,  and  an  external 
wall  above  that  point  (e)  ;  and  a  pilaster  or  portico,  or  a  fascia, 
which  appears  to  form  an  integral  portion  of  one  house,  may  be 
parcel  of  and  pass  on  a  conveyance  of  another  house  (/). 

Where  a  waU  is  a  party-wall,  neither  of  the  tenants  in  conxmon 
may  oust  his  co-tenant  from  the  use  of  it  {(/)  ;  but  each  of  them 
has  the  right  to  repair  it  without  the  obligation  to  do  so  (A). 

In  the  metropolis,  party-waUs  are  regulated  by  the  provisions  of 
the  London  Building  Act,  1894  (t). 

In  the  case  of  banks,  &c.,  separating  fields,  the  ownership  is 
thus  determined: — If  two  fields  are  separated  by  a  ditch  and 
bank,  the  bank  and  ditch,  primi  facie  and  in  the  absence  of  proof 


(d)  CubiU  V.  Porter  (1828),  8  B.  &  0. 
257  ;  32  R/R.  374.  8ee  on  this  point, 
Bradbee  v.  Christ* s  Hospital  (1842),  judg- 
ment of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  4  M.  &  G.  761. 

{e)  Weston  v.  Arnold  (1873),  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  1084 ;  Drury  v.  Army  afid  Navy 
Auxiliary  Co-operative  Supply,  [1896]  2 
Q.  B.  271 ;  Carlisle  Cafe  Co,  v.  Muse 
(1897),  46  W.  B.  107.  Cf.  Johnston  v. 
Mayfair   Property   Co,,  W.   N.   (1893), 

'  {/)  Thrupp  V.  Scrutton  (1872),  7  W.  N. 
60 ;  Fox  y.  Clarke  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Q.  B. 
566  ;  Francis  y.  Hayward  (1882),  L.  R. 
22  Ch.  Div.  177.  Cf.  JEUilly  v.  Booth 
(1890),  L.  R.  44  Ch.  Div.  12;  Layboum 
V.  Gridley,  [1892]  2  Ch.  53. 

(g)  See  titedman  t.  Smith  (1857),  8 
E.  &  B.  1 ;  26  L.  J.  Q.  B.  314 ;  21  Jur. 
1248 ;  Watson  v.  Gray  (1880),  L.  R.  14 
Ch.  D.  192;  Huglies  v.  Fercival  (1883), 
L.  R.  8  App.  Cas.  443  ;  and  cf.  Leigh  v. 
Diekeson  (1884),  L.  R.  15  Q.  B.  Div.  60. 
Neither  is  a  trustee  for  the  other.  Ken' 
nedy  y.  Be  Traffvrd,  [1897]  A.  C.  180. 


(h)  CoUbeek  v.  Oirdlers'  Co.  (1876), 
L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D.  234  ;  Standard  Bank  of 
British  South  America  v.  Stokes  (1878), 
L.  R.  9  Ch.  D.  68.  Cf.,  as  to  the  civil 
law,  Dig.  8,  2,  8,  19,  20. 

(t)  56  &  67  Vict.  c.  ccxui.  Part  8 ;  see 
Pratt  y.  Hillman  (1826),  4  B.  &  C.  263  ; 
Wheeler  Y.  Gray  (1859),  6  C.  B.  N.  8.  606  : 
Major  y.  Park  Lane  Co,  (1866),  L.  R.  2 
Eq.  453 ;  Crofts  v.  Haldane  (1867),  L.  R. 
2  Q.  B.  194 ;  Standard  Bank  of  British 
South  America  v.  Stokes^  ubi  sup. ;  Knight 
V.  Pursell  (1879),  L.  R.  11  Ch.  D.  412  ; 
Fillingham  y.  Wood,  [1891]  1  Ch.  51  ; 
Crow  v.  BedhoHse  (1895),  69  J.  P.  663 ; 
Drury  v.  Army  and  Navy  Auxiliary  Co' 
operative  Supply,  [1896]  2  Q.  B.  271 ; 
Liitt  v.  Tharp,  [1897]  1  Ch.  260  ;  BMs, 
Hart  ^  Co,  v.  Grover,  [1899]  1  Ch.  11 ; 
In  re  Stotte  and  Hastie,  [1903]  2  K.  B. 
463  ;  Orfy,  Payton,  [1905]  21  T.  L.  R. 
90 ;  69  J.  P.  103 ;  Lewis  and  Sahtne  y. 
Charing  Cross,  Euston,  and  Hampstead 
Bailway,  [1906]  1  Ch.  608;  Crosby  y. 
Alhatnbra  Co.,  Ltd,,  [1907]  1  Ch.  295. 
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[to  the  contraiy  (A),  are  presumed  to  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  field 
immediately  adjoining  the  bank;  but  if  there  be  a  bank  with 
ditches  at  each  side  of  it,  then  there  is  no  presumption  as  to  the 
ownership  of  the  bank,  and  the  question  must  be  determined  by 
acts  of  ownership  (/).] 

The  only  general  obligation  with  respect  to  fences  imposed  by  Obligation  to 
the  common  law  is,  that  every  proprietor  of  land  should  prevent,  ^®®P  ^  ****^®' 
by  fences  or  other  means,  his  cattle  from  trespassing  on  the  land 
of  his  neighbours  (m). 

There  may,  however,  be  a  spurious  kind  of  easement  obliging  Spnrioua 
an  owner  of  land  to  keep  his  fences  in  a  state  of  repair,  not  only  l^^^ ' 
sufficiently  to  restrain  his  own  cattle  within  bounds,  but  also  those 
of  his  neighbours  (n) ;  and  rendering  them  liable  for  any  injury 
which  his  neighbour's  cattle  may  sustain  in  consequence  of  the 
non-repair  of  the  fences, — which,  unless  an  easement  had  been 
acquired,  he  clearly  would  not  be.  This  liability  is  confined  to 
the  cattle  of  his  neighbour,  or  such  as  are  rightfully  on  the  adjoin- 
ing land,  and  does  not  extend  to  all  cattle  whatsoever,  though 
they  may  have  entered  through  the  land  of  the  party  towards 
whom  this  obligation  to  keep  the  fences  in  repair  legally  exists  (o). 
**  If  the  cattle  of  one  man  escape  into  the  land  of  another,  it  is 


{k)  Marshall  v.  Taylor,  [1895]  1  Ch. 
641 ;  Sari  of  Craven  v.  Fridmore  (1902), 
18  T.  L.  R.  282 ;  Henniker  v.  Howard, 
[1904]  90  L.  T.  167;  SinwoxY.  Yardley 
Rural  Council  (1905),  69  J.  P.  66. 

(/)  Bayley,  J.,  in  Guy  v.  JFestf  cited 
in  2  Selwyn,  N.  P.  1297,  12th  edit.  See 
the  explanation  of  this  g^ven  by  Law- 
rence, J.,  in  VowUs  y.  Mellor  (1810),  3 
Taunt.  137 — 8 ;  and  by  Holroyd,  J., 
in  Doe  d.   Priny  v.   Fearaey  (1827),    7 

B.  &C.  307;  31  R.  R.  209. 

(iw)  [Dyer,  372  b ;  1  Wms.  Saundera, 
322  a  ;  1  Notee  to  Saund.  559 ;  Hilton  y. 
Ankeuon  (1872),  27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
519.  Of.  Ertkine  t.  Adeane  (1873), 
L.  R.  8  Ch.  756 ;  and  see  the  Year  Book, 
20  £dw.  4,  10,  as  to  duty  of  commoners. 
As  to  the  duty  of  a  copyhold  tenant  to 
keep  his  boundaries  distinct,  see  Searle 
V.  Cooke  (1889),  L.  R.  43  Ch.  Div.  519.] 

(rt)  Per  Bay  ley,  J.,  in  Boyle  v.  Tamlyn 
(1827),  6  B.  &  C.  337—339 ;  30  R.  R. 
343;  Star  v.  Jtookesby  (1711),  1  Salk. 
835  ;  [Lawrence  v.  Jenkint  (1873),  L.  R. 
8  Q.  B.  274]. 

(o)  [See  the   jud^^ent    of   Parsons, 

C.  J.,  in  Smt  ▼.  Low^  6  Mass.  90,  in 
which  the  same  view  of  the  law  is  taken, 
and  the  whole  queatian  and  the  autho- 

G. 


rities  upon  it  examined  and  explained. 

The  like  rule  applies  in  the  case  of 
the  liability  to  maintain  fences  thrown 
upon  railway  companies  by  the  Rail- 
ways Clauses  Consolidatiom  Act,  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  20,  s.  68.  RicketU  v.  East  and 
West  India  Docks,  ^c.  Rail.  Co,  (1852),  12 
C.  B.  160 ;  ManchesteVy  Sheffield,  and  Lin- 
colnshire Rail,  Co,  y.  TFallis  (1854),  14 
C.  B.^13.  See  also,  as  to  this  liability, 
Bessant  v.  G.  W,  R,  (1860),  8  C.  B.  N.  S. 
368;  Marfell  v.  South  IVales  Railway 
(1860),  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  525  ;  Buxton  v. 
N.  E,  R.  (1868),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  549 ; 
Dawson  ▼.  M,  R,  (1872),  L.  R.  8 
Exch.  8;  Child  v.  Heam  (1874),  L.  R. 
9  Exch.  176  ;  Wiseman  v.  Booker  (1878), 
L.  R.  3  C.  P.  D.  184  ;  Corry  v. 
G,  W.  R.  (1881),  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  Div. 
322  ;  Dixon  y.  Great  Western  Rail.  Co.y 
[1897]  1  Q.  B.  300. 

In  some  cases,  as  in  Fawcett  y.  York 
and  N.  M,  Rail.  Co.  (1851),  16  Q.  B. 
610 ;  83  R.  R.  630,  particular  statutes 
impose  on  railway  companies  a  duty  of 
keeping  parts  of  the  line  guarded  against 
all  persons  and  cattle  on  the  adjacent 
land,  whether  lawfully  there  or  nut ; 
but  the  general  liability  is  as  above 
stated.] 
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not  any  excuse  that  the  fences  were  out  of  repair,  if  the  cattle  were 
trespassers  on  the  close  from  whence  they  come."  Per  Heath,  J., 
in  Dovaston  v.  Payne  {p). 

In  an  anonymous  case  reported  in  Ventris(</),  the  plaintiff 
declared  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to  maintain  a  certain 
fence,  and  that,  by  reason  of  their  neglect  to  do  so,  a  mare  of  the 
plaintifip's  escaped  through  the  fence,  and  was  drowned  in  a  ditch. 
After  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  the 
Court  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

In  Eoofh  V.  Wilson  (r),  where  a  person  to  whom  a  horse  had 
been  sent  turned  it  into  a  pasture,  and  by  the  defect  of  the  fence, 
which  the  neighbouring  owner  was  bound  to  repair,  it  fell  down 
into  the  neighbouring  close  and  was  killed;  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  for  the  consequences  of  his  neglect  in  not  repairing  was 
not  disputed,  the  only  point  made  being,  that  the  bailee  could  not 
maintain  the  action  («). 

[In  Singleton  v.  JFilliamson  (t)  a  man  had  distrained,  damage 
feasant,  cattle  which  had  escaped  from  a  close  through  defect  of 
a  fence  which  he  himself  ought  to  have  repaired,  and  had  ulti- 
mately strayed  into  his  close,  and  the  Court  held  that  he  was 
wrong,  the  trespass  being  the  natural  consequence  of  his  own 
neglect  of  duty. 

The  fact  of  the  tenants  of  land  enclosed  by  a  fence  always 
having  repaired  it  is  some  evidence  of  an  obligation  to  do  so ;  and 
the  evidence  of  obligation  is  strengthened  if  the  land  was  origi- 
nally enclosed  from  a  common.  When  the  privilege  of  inclosure 
was  granted  by  the  lord,  it  is  unlikely  that  he  would  impose  on 
the  rest  of  his  commoners  the  obligation  of  building  and  main- 
taining a  fence,  or  that  he  would  himself  undertake  the  duty  of 
doing  so;  and  to  take  such  a  concession  without  imposing  such 
a  duty  on  the  party  benefited  would  be  an  injustice  to  the  com- 
moners (n). 

The  obligation  is  absolute,  to  maintain  at  all  times  a  sufficient 
fence  without  notice  to  repair,  except  in  the  case  of  damage  by 
the  act  of  God  or  vis  major.     If  the  fence  is  broken  by  a  stranger. 


{/>)  (1795),  2  H.  Bl.  627  ;  3  R.  R.  497  ; 
Preface  v.;  vide  etiam  per  VVilmot,  C.  J., 
3  Wilson,  126. 

(q)  Vol.  1,  p.  264. 

(r)  (1817),  1  B.  &  Aid.  59 ;  18  R.  R. 
431. 


(«)  See  al80  Powell  v.  Salisbury  (1828). 
2  You.  &  Jer.  391 ;  31  R.  R.  607;  [Lee 
V.  RiUy  (1865),  18  C.  B.  K.  S.  722]. 

(0  (1861),  7  H.  &  N.  410. 

{u)  Barbery.  Whitely  (1865),  11  Jur. 
N.  S.  822 ;  34  L.  J.  Q.  B.  212. 
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[and  the  servient  owner  has  no  notice  of  it,  he  is  answerable  for      Spurious 
damage  to  cattle  escaping  into  the  dominant  close  and  proximately       repair! 
due  to  that  cause  (x). 

The  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  are  not  bound  to  fence  a  road  Turnpike 
made  by  them,  unless  there  is  a  special  provision  in  their  Act  to  *"^*®®*- 
that  effect,  although  they  have  made  fences  and  kept  them  in 
repair  for  many  years  (y).     But  if  their  Act  directs  fences  to  be 
made  and  repaired,  they  are  the  parties  to  make  and  repair,  unless 
the  burden  is  expressly  imposed  on  some  one  else  (2). 

The  General  Inclosure  Act,  1845,  also  contains  regulations  as  to  indosureAct. 
fencing  (a). 

The  liability  to  repair  fences  is  not  affected  by  Lord  Tenterden's 
Act,  that  Act  not  applying  to  mere  duties  (6). 

The  remedy  in  these  cases  is  against  the  occupier  of  the  land  (c).  Remedy. 

Unity  of  possession  would  of  course  have  the  same  effect  in 
this  as  in  the  case  of  a  regular  easement  (d) ;  and  if  a  man  bound 
to  repair  as  against  his  neighbour  were  to  take  a  lease  of  the 
latter's  close  and  then  to  sublet  it,  the  sub-lessee  would  have  no 
remedy  against  his  landlord  for  not  repairing.] 

Analogous  to  this  liability  arising  from  neglect  to  do  what  the  Liability  for 
party  was  bound  to  do,  is  that  incurred  by  a  party  doing  some  entiSmr^'^ 
positive  act,  as  driving  or  enticing  into  his  property  the  animals  of  animals, 
his  neighbours,  so  that  they  sustain  injury  thereby. 

Thus  in  Townsend  y.  Wathpn{c),  where  the  defendant  set  traps  Townsendy. 
baited  with  strong-smelling  flesh  so  near  the  edge  of  ids  property,  ^^^^*' 
as  thereby  to  entice  the  plaintiff's  dogs  in  the  neighbouring  close, 
which  were  caught  in  the  traps  and  wounded,  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  was  liable.  Lord  EUenborough  said:  "Every  man 
must  be  taken  to  contemplate  the  probable  consequences  of  the  act 
he  does.  And,  therefore,  when  the  defendant  caused  traps  scented 
with  the  strongest  meats  to  be  placed  so  near  to  the  plaintiff's 
house  as  to  influence  the  instinct  of  those  animals,  and  draw  them 
irresistibly  to  their  destruction,  he  must  be  considered  as  contem- 
plating this  probable  consequence  of  his  act.  That  which  might 
be  taken  as  general  evidence  of  malice  against  all  dogs  coming 


{x)  Lawrence  v.  Jenkins  (1873),  L.  R.  {b)  See  per  Williams,  J.,  in  Feter  v. 

8  Q.  B.  274.  Daniel  (1848),  6  0.  B.  573. 

{tf)  Rexv.  Llandilo  (1788),  2  D.  &  E.  [c)  Cheetham   y.    Eampson    (1791),    4 

232  ;  1  R.  R.  466.  T.   R.   318 ;    2  R.  R.   397  ;    1   Wms. 

(z)  Merivale  y.  £xeier  (1868),  L.  R.  3  Saund.  322  ;  1  Notes  to  Saund.  559. 

Q.  B.  149.  {d)  Above,  p.  18. 

(a)  Sect.  8.  {e)  (1808),  9  East,  277  ;  9  R.  R.  553. 
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accidentally  within  the  sphere  of  the  attraction  which  he  had 
placed  there,  must  surely  be  evidence  of  it  against  those  in  parti- 
cular which  were  placed  nearest  to  the  source  of  attraction  and 
within  the  constant  influence  of  it.  What  difEerence  is  there  in 
reason  between  drawing  the  animal  into  the  trap  by  means  of  his 
instinct  which  he  cannot  resist,  and  putting  him  there  by  manual 
force?" 

Where,  however,  no  such  obligation  to  repair  exists,  it  seems, 
though  there  are  authorities  throwing  doubt  on  the  point,  that 
the  owner  of  the  land  is  not  liable  for  injury  sustained  by  cattle 
which  are  trespassing  upon  his  property. 

'^  If  A.,  seised  of  a  waste  adjoining  a  highway,  dig  a  pit  in  the 
waste  within  thirty-six  feet  of  the  said  way,  and  the  mare  of  B. 
escape  into  the  said  waste,  and  fall  into  the  said  pit,  and  there 
die,  still  B.  shall  not  have  any  action  against  A.,  for  that  the 
making  of  the  pit  in  the  waste  and  not  in  the  highway,  was  not 
any  tort  to  B.,  but  that  it  was  by  the  default  of  B.  himself  that 
his  mare  escaped  into  the  waste  "  {d). 

So,  in  Sarch  v.  Blackburn  (e),  an  action  was  brought  "  for 
knowingly  keeping  a  ferocious  dog  accustomed  to  bite  mankind, 
and  which  bit  the  plaintiff."  The  plaintiff  was  a  watchman  of 
the  parish,  and  was  bitten  as  he  was  going  in  the  middle  of  the 
day  to  the  defendant's  house  by  a  back  way,  which  the  defendant 
contended  was  a  private  way  for  himself  and  family  only. 

The  plaintiff  was  alone  at  the  time,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
of  the  reason  of  his  being  in  the  place  where  he  was  bitten. 
There  was  a  notice,  "  Beware  of  the  dog,"  but  the  plaintiff  could 
not  read. 


(rf)  Blythy.  Topham  (1608),  1  Rollers 
Abr.  88,  Action  on  Case,  N.,  Nnsans, 
pi.  4 ;  S.  C,  Gro.  Jac.  158 ;  see  also 
Brock  y,  Copeland  (1794),  1  Esp.  203  ; 
5  R.  R.  730.  [In  accordance  with  the 
principle  of  this  case  is  Hardcaatle  v. 
South  Yorkshire  Rail,  Co.j  above,  p.  437 ; 
and  it  is  also  recognized  in  Barnes  v. 
JFardt  above,  p.  434,  which  shows  that 
where  the  excavation  immediately  ad- 
joins the  footway,  so  as  to  amount  to  a 
nuisance,  the  owner  would  be  liable :  and 
in  SounsellY.  Smyth  (1860),  7  C.  B.  N.  S. 
731,  where  it  was  held,  that  the  owiier  of 
unenclosed  land,  over  which  the  public 
are  permitted  by  him  to  ramble  without 
interference,  is  not  bound  to  fence  ex* 


cavations  in  it,  as  every  one  using  land 
under  such  circumstances  must  take 
the  permission  with  its  concomitant 
perils.  It  would  be  otherwise,  however, 
m  case  of  a  man  holding  out  any  direct 
inducement  or  invitation  to  another  to 
go  by  a  path  across  his  land ;  for  in 
such  a  case  he  would  be  bound  either 
to  warn  or  guard  the  other  against 
dangerous  obstructions  or  pitfalls  placed 
or  continued  by  him  in  toe  path.  Seo 
also  the  Highway  Act,  6  &  6  Will.  4, 
0.  50,  8.  70,  as  to  excavations  near 
highways  within  the  Act ;  and  Matwn 
V.  Baird  (1878),  26  W.  R.  835.] 

(«)  (1830),  Moo.  &  Mai.  505  ;  4  C.  &  P. 
297 ;  34  R.  R.  805. 
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Tindal,  C.  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  on  which  side  there  was 
negligence.  ^^  If  the  plaintiff  was  negligent,  if  he  was  where  he 
ought  not  to  have  been,  or  if  he  neglected  means  of  notice,  he 
cannot  recover ;  if  the  defendant  placed  the  dog  where  he  might 
injure  persons,  not  themselves  in  fault,  he  is  responsible. 

"  The  plaintiff  certainly  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action, 
if  he  was  injured  by  his  own  fault.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show 
why  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  spot  in  question,  whether  with  a 
lawful  or  unlawful  object.  The  law,  however,  would  rather  pre- 
sume a  lawful  object ;  and  there  is  no  improbability  in  his  having 
one,  for  he  was  on  one  of  the  ways  to  the  house  itself  at  mid-day, 
although  certainly  it  was  not  the  most  public  and  usual  way.  If 
he  was  lawfully  there,  I  do  not  think  the  mere  fact  of  the  defen- 
dant's having  put  up  the  notice  relied  on  would  deprive  him  of  his 
remedy.  The-mere  putting  up  the  notice  is  not  sufficient  for  this, 
unless  the  party  injured  is  at  least  in  such  a  condition  as  to  be  able 
to  become  cognizant  of  its  contents.  The  plaintiff  could  not  read ; 
the  notice,  therefore,  furnished  no  information  to  him ;  and  there 
were  no  circumstances  in  the  way  in  which  the  dog  was  kept  to 
apprise  him  of  the  danger.  If,  therefore,  he  had  a  right  to  be 
where  he  was,  I  see  no  fault  or  negligence  in  him  to  deprive  him 
of  his  remedy.  Still  the  defendant  will  not  be  liable  unless  he  is 
in  fault;  unless  he  knows  the  character  of  the  dog,  which  he 
certainly  did  in  this  instance,  and  unless  he  keeps  it  improperly 
with  that  knowledge.  The  mere  putting  up  the  notice  does  not,  I 
think,  in  this  case  excuse  him.  But  it  is  said,  that  he  has  a  right 
to  keep  a  fierce  dog  to  protect  his  property.  He  certainly  has  so ; 
but  not,  in  my  opinion,  to  place  it  on  the  approaches  to  his  house, 
so  as  to  injure  persons  exercising  a  lawful  purpose  in  going  along 
those  paths  to  the  house.  If  the  dog  was  placed  in  such  a  situation 
that  he  could  injure  the  plaintiff,  ignorant  of  the  notice,  and 
going  for  a  lawful  purpose  to  the  house  by  a  way  which  he  was 
entitled  to  use,  I  think  the  defendant  would  not  be  protected  from 
this  action." 

In  Jordin  v.  Crump  (/),  it  was  held,  that  a  man  might  lawfully 
place  dog-spears  on  his  own  land,  having  a  public  footpath  run- 
ning across  it,  and  that  he  would  not  be  liable  for  damage  inflicted 
by  them  on   dogs    deviating  from  the  footpath,  though  they 
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{/}  (1841),   8  M.   &  W.   782.    The      existence  of  the  dog-spean,   but  the 
plaintiff  had  been  given  notice  of  the      Court  paid  that  made  no  difference. 
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belonged  to  persons  lawfully  using  the  path.  "Now  in  the 
present  ease,"  said  Alderson,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  "  the  injurious  act  was  done  by  the  dog  to  the  land  of 
the  defendant ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  control  the  animal,  and  was  therefore  unable  to  guard  against 
that  danger.  If  he  chose  to  walk  with  his  dog  along  a  footpath 
through  ground  on  which  a  dog  might  commit  a  trespass,  he 
knew  the  risk  he  was  running ;  and  the  case  is  similar  to  ttiaf  of 
a  man  who,  passing  in  the  dark  along  a  footpath,  should  happen 
to  fall  into  a  pit  dug  in  the  adjoining  field  by  the  owner  of  it.  In 
such  a  case,  the  party  digging  the  pit  would  be  responsible  for 
the  injury,  if  the  pit  were  dug  across  the  road ;  but  if  it  were  only 
in  an  adjacent  field  the  case  would  be  very  different,  for  the  falling 
into  it  would  then  be  the  act  of  the  injured  party  himself"  {g). 
The  Court  then  cite  and  recognize  tbe  case  above  given  of  Blyth 
V.  Topham{h)^  and  say,  "that  case,  therefore,  is  an  authority 
that  the  fact  of  a  trespass  being  involuntaiy  makes  no  difference 
in  this  respect." 

The  cases,  some  of  which  appear  at  first  sight  to  be  in  opposition 
to  this  doctrine  (t),  are  instances  in  which  a  party  has  resorted  to 
the  use  of  some  dangerous  engine  or  ferocious  animal  for  the 
preservation  of  his  property,  and  has  thus  done  indirectly  what 
the  law  would  not  allow  him  to  do  by  his  own  hand,  unless  it  were 
absolutely  necessary  to  preserve  his  property  from  immediate 
injury  (Jc),  These  decisions  are  at  the  best  very  doubtfully 
expressed;  they  appear  to  be  overruled  to  some  extent  by  the 
above  case  of  Jordin  v.  Crump;  and  it  ifl  decided  at  all  events 
that  if  the  party  injured  had  express  notice,  and  nevertheless 
persisted  in  committing  the  trespass,  he  can  obtain  no  redress, 
but  must  take  the  consequences  of  his  own  act  (/). 

[These  oases  must  be  distinguished  from  cases  of  ^  escape," 
whether  of  water  («w),  soil  (n),  or  dangerous  or  poisonous  sub- 
stances (o).] 


(^)  [See  Bame»  v.  Ward;  HardeastU 
Y.  S<mth  Yorkshire  Railway  and  River  Bun 
Co, ;  Sountell  v.  Smyth,  ante,  p.  468, 
n.  (rf).] 

(A)  lEol.  Abr.  88. 

(t)  Deane  v.  Clayton  (1817),  7  Taunt. 
489;  18  B.  K.  553;  Bird  v.  Holbrook 
(1820).  4  Bing.  628;  29  B.  B.  657, 
Preface  IX. 

(A)  Vere  v.  Lord  Cawdor  (1809),  11 
East,  668 ;  11  B.  B.  268,  Preface  VIII. ; 


Janaon  ▼.  Brotcn  (1807),  1  Camp.  41 ;  10 
B.  B.  626 ;  Comer  y.  Champneye  (1814), 
cited  2  Marshall,  584. 

(J)  Ilott  V.  WiUcee  (1820),  3  B.  &  Aid. 
304 ;  22  B.  B.  400,  Preface  VII. 

(m)  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  (1863),  L.  B. 
3  H.  L.  330. 

(«)  Hurdman  v.  K,  E,  R,  (1878),  L.  B. 
3  C.  P.  Div.  168. 

(o)  Firth  T.  Bowling  Iron  Co,  (1878), 
L.  B.  3  0.  P.  D.  254. 
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There  appears  to  be  no  authority  in  the  English  law,  that,  in  ^^^f^l^ 
the  absence  of  express  stipulation,  an  easement  can  be  acquired 
by  user,  to  compel  a  man  to  submit  to  the  penetration  of  his  land 
by  the  roots  of  a  tree  planted  on  his  neighbour's  soil. 

The  principal  objections  to  the  acquisition  of  such  an  easement 
consist  in  the  secrecy  of  the  mode  of  enjoyment,  and  the  perpetual 
change  in  the  quantity  of  inconvenience  imposed  by  it. 

Siipposing  no  easement  to  exist,  there  seems  nothing  to  take 
this  out  of  the  ordinary  rule,  that  a  man  may  abate  any  encroach- 
ment upon  his  property,  and  therefore  that  he  may  cut  the  roots 
of  a  tree  so  encroaching  in  the  same  manner  that  he  may  the 
overhanging  branches  (p). 

The  -decided  cases  bearing    upon    this    subject    have    turned  Ownership  of 
rather   upon   the  question  of   property  in   trees  growing  upon  trees? 
the  limits  of  two  adjoining  heritages,  than  upon  the  question  of 
easement. 

Masters  v.  Pollie  (q)  was  an  action  "  of  trespass  quare  dausum  fasten  ?. 
fregit,  et  asportavit  the  plaintiff's  boards."  The  defendant  justi- 
fied, '^  That  there  was  a  great  tree  which  grew  between  the  dose 
of  the  plaintiff  and  that  of  the  defendant,  and  that  part  of  the 
roots  of  the  tree  extended  into  the  close  of  the  defendant,  and 
were  nourished  by  his  soil ;  that  the  plaintiff  cut  down  the  tree, 
and  carried  it  into  his  own  close  and  sawed  it  into  boards,  and 
the  defendant  entered  and  took  and  carried  away  some  of  the 
boards,  prout  ei  ben^  licuit."  The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  plea, 
and  it  was  contended  that  the  plea  was  bad,  for  although  some  of 
the  roots  of  the  tree  are  in  the  defendant's  soil,  yet  the  body  (le 
corps  del  maine  parte)  of  the  tree  being  in  the  plaintiff's  soil, 
therefore  all  the  residue  of  the  tree  belongeth  to  biTn  likewise. 
And  of  this  opinion  is  Bracton  ;  but  if  the  plaintiff  had  planted  a 
tree  in  the  soil  of  the  defendant,  it  shall  be  otherwise,  quod  curia 
concessit ;  but  Mountague,  C.  J.,  said,  '^  That  the  plaintiff  cannot 
limit  the  roots  of  the  tree,  how  far  they  shall  go." 

In  an  anonymous  case  reported  in  the  same  volume,  it  is 
said  («),  '^  If  a  tree  grow  in  a  hedge  which  divides  the  land  of  A. 
and  B.,  and  by  its  roots  take  nourishment  in  the  land  of  A.  and 


(p)  1  RoL  Rep.  394 ;  Noiris  v.  Baker  {q)  (1620),  2  Rolle,  Rep.  141. 

(1618),  per  Oroke,  J. :   and  see  post,  (•)  P.  255. 

p.  473. 
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Holder  v. 
Coales. 


Ownership  of  also  of  B.,  they  are  tenants  in  common  of  the  tree ;  and  bo  it  was 

boundary  i  •     ■,       ■,  ,, 

trees.        adjudged." 
Waterman  v.        ^^  Waterman  V.  Sopei'  {t),  "  It  was  ruled  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  at  Lent 
Soper.  Assizes,   at    Winchester,  upon    a  trial  at  Nisi  Prius,   1697-8: 

1st,  That  if  A.  plant  a  tree  upon  the  extremest  limits  of  his  land, 
and  the  tree  growing  extends  its  roots  into  the  land  of  B.  next 
adjoining,  A.  and  B.  are  tenants  in  common  of  this  tree ;  but  if 
all  the  roots  grow  into  the  land  of  A.,  though  the  boughs  over- 
shadow the  land  of  B.,  yet  the  branches  follow  the  root,  and  the 
property  of  the  whole  is  in  A.  2nd,  Two  tenants  in  common  of 
a  tree,  and  one  cuts  the  whole  tree — though  the  other  cannot 
have  an  action  for  the  tree,  yet  he  may  have  an  action  for  the 
special  damage  by  this  cutting ;  as  where  one  tenant  in  common 
destroys  the  whole  flight  of  pigeons." 

In  Holder  v.  Coates  (w),  an  action  of  trespass  was  brought  for 
cutting  a  tree  of  the  plaintiflF.  The  body  of  the  tree  stood  in  the 
defendant's  land,  but  some  of  the  lateral  roots  grew  into  the  land 
of  both  parties.  The  evidence  as  to  the  position  of  the  principal 
root  was  conflicting. 

Littledale,  J.,  referred  to  the  case  first  above  cited,  from  Rolle's 
E.,  and  expressed  his  preference  for  the  law  as  there  laid  down 
over  the  ruling  of  Lord  Holt  in  Waterman  v.  Soper  (x).  The 
learned  judge,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  that  he  did  not  see 
on  what  groimds  they  could  find  for  either  party,  as  to  the  pro- 
portion of  nourishment  derived  by  the  tree  from  the  soil  of  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  respectively ;  '^  but  that  the  safest  criterion 
for  them  would  be  to  consider  whether,  from  the  evidence  given 
as  to  the  situation  of  the  trunk  of  the  tree  above  the  soil  and  of 
the  roots  within  it,  they  could  ascertain  where  the  tree  was  first 
sown  or  planted."  Upon  the  jury  saying  that  they  could  not  tell 
in  whose  ground  the  tree  first  grew,  a  verdict  was  taken  by 
consent. 

[In  Hetherington  v.  Galt{;y)y  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland,  it  was  held  that  trees  whose  stems  are  wholly  on  one 
side  of  the  boundary  of  two  adjoining  properties,  but  which  stand 
BO  near  the  boundary  as  to  extend  their  roots  into  the  other  side  of 
it,  are  not  the  common  property  of  both  proprietors.] 


Hetherifigton 
V.  GaU, 


(0  (1697),  1  Lord  Raymond,  737. 
(u)  (1827),   Moo.    &   Mai.   112; 
R.  R.  724. 


31 


26. 


{x)  (1697),  1  Lord  Raymond,  737. 
(y)  (1905),  7  F.  706,  Mews'  Dig.  col. 
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By  the  Civil  Law,  the  neighbour  into  whose  land  the  roots  of  Ojmerdiip  of 
a  tree  penetrated  was  not  permitted  to  cut  them  off,  although        trees. 
he  might  institute  a  suit  to  contest  the  right.  CivU  law. 

"With  regard  to  the  property  of  a  tree,  the  roots  of  which 
extended  into  two  heritages,  it  would  appear  that  if  it  derived  its 
nourishment  equally  from  both  it  became  common  property.  If 
it  drew  its  nourishment  substantially  from  one  heritage  only,  on 
whichever  side  it  was  originally  planted,  the  property  passed  to 
the  owner  of  the  land  supplying  the  nourishment  (s). 

Pothier,  in  his  commentary  on  the  passage  of  the  Digest,  that 
"  the  tree  remains  the  property  of  him  in  whose  soil  it  had  its 
origin,"  says:  "This  is  so,  notwithstanding  it  is  said  in  the 
Institutes,  that  the  tree  shall  be  considered  his  into  whose  soil  the 
roots  are  protruded ;  for  this  is  to  be  understood  of  such  a  pro- 
trusion of  the  roots  as  to  draw  all  the  nourishment  for  the  tree 
from  the  neighbouring  soil ;  but  if  my  tree  pushes  the  extremities 
of  its  roots  only  into  my  neighbour's  soil,  though  it  may  by  that 
means  draw  some  noiirishment  therefrom,  nevertheless  the  tree 
remains  mine,  because  the  tree  has  got  its  origin  and  the  greater 
part  of  the  roots  in  my  soil." 

The  Civil  Law  appears  to  agree  with  the  rule  as  laid  down 
in  the  anonymous  case  in  EoUe,  and  in  Waterman  v.  Soper, 
and,  consequently,  to  be  at  variance  with  the  opinion  of  Little- 
dale,  J. 

The  French  Code  contains  many  minute  provisions  upon  this 
subject  (fl). 

[With  regard  to  trees  standing  so  near  the  boundary  of  a  Overhanging 
property  that  their  branches  overhang  the  adjoining  property,  nuiaanoe. 
recent  decisions  have  conclusively  decided  that  an  encroachment 
by  this  means  is  a  nuisance  which  may  be  abated  by  the  proprietor 
injured,  or  for  which  an  action  for  damages  will  lie. 

In  Lemman  v.  Webb  (b)  it  was  held  by  the  House  of  Lords  that  L&mmn  v. 

Webb, 


(z)  Si  arbor  in  vioini  fundam  radices 
porrezit,  recidere  eas  yicino  non  licebit ; 
agere  autem  licebit,  non  esse  ejus,  sioati 
tig^um,  aut  protectum,  immiasum  ha- 
bere. Si  radidbuB  yidni  arbor  aletur, 
tamen  ejus  est,  in  cujus  fundo  origo 
ejna  fnerit. — Dig.  47,  7,  6,  §  2,  arb. 
fort.  cies. 

Si  vicini  arborem  ita  terrd  presserim, 
ut  in  meum  fandum  radices  egferit, 
meam  effici  arborem.  Rationem  enim 
non  permittere,  ut  alterios  arbor  intelli- 


fratur,  quam  cujus  fundo  radices  egisset. 
Et  ideo  prope  oonfinium  arbor  posita,  %i 
etiam  in  vioinnm  fundum  radioes  egerit, 
communis  est.— Dig.  41,  1,  7,  §  13,  de 
adq.  rer.  doni. 

^  Inst.  2,  I,  31,  is  identical  in  expres- 
sion with  the  latter  authority. 

(a)  Arts.  671—2-3,  Code  Cinl;  Par- 
dessus,  Traits  des  Serntudes,  297. 

(b)  [1894]  8  Oh.  1 ;  on  appeal,  [1896] 
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Overhanging  [the  owner  of  land  which  is  overhung  by  trees  growing  on  his 
neighbour's  land  is  entitled  without  notice,  if  he  does  not  trespass 
on  his  neighbour's  land,  to  cut  the  branches  so  far  as  they  over- 
hang, even  though  they  have  done  so  for  more  than  twenty  years. 
In  Smith  v.  Giddy  {c)  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
occupiers  of  adjoining  land,  and  the  plaintiff  claimed  damages  in 
respect  of  the  interference  with  the  growth  of  his  fruit  trees,  caused 
by  certain  trees  growing  on  the  defendant's  premises  overhanging 
the  plaintiff's  premises.  It  was  held  that  an  action  lay  for  the 
damage  thus  sustained.] 


nmsaDoe. 

Zemmon  y. 
JTebb. 

Smith  V. 
Uiddy. 


(c)  [1904]  2  K.  B.  448. 
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PART   IV. 


OF  THE  INCIDENTS  OF  EASEMENTS, 


The  Incidents  of  Easements  may  be  considered  with  refer- 
ence to — 

Ist.  The  obligation  [and  riglit]  to  do  the  works  necessary  for 
the  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  as  to  make  repairs. 

2nd.  The  secondary  easements  ancillary  to,  and  depending 
upon,  the  primary  easements. 

3rd.  The  extent  and  mode  of  enjoyment. 


CHAPTER  I. 

OBLIGATION    [aND   RIQHT]    TO   REPAIR. 

As  a  general  rule,  easements  impose  no  personal  obligation  upon  Servient 
the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  to  do  anything — ^the  burden  ^^  ^^ 
of  repair  falls  upon  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  (a).  repair. 

"  Ad  aquee  ductum,"  says  Bracton,  "  pertinet  purgatio  siout  ad 
viam  pertinet  refeotio  "  (b), 

"  Where  I  grant  a  way  over  my  land,  I  shall  not  be  bound  to 
repair  it,"  said  Twisden,  J.,  in  Pom/ret  v.  Ricroft  (c). 

^'  By  the  common  law  of  England,  he  that  hath  the  use  of  a 
thing  ought  to  repair  it,"  said  Lord  Mansfield  in  Taylor  v. 
Whitehead  id) , 

"  The  grantor  of  a  way  is  not  bound  to  repair  it  if  it  be 
foundi'ous"  (6'). 

This -is  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  Civil  Law, 
which  imposed  the  burden  of  repair  in  cases  of  easement  upon 
the  owner  of  the  dominant,  and  not  upon  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement  (/) . 


(0)  "If  the  grantee  of  awaj-wants 
it  to  be  repaired  he  must  repair  it  him- 
self." See  per  Coleridjare,  J.,  in  Duncan 
▼.  Loueh  (1845),  6  Q.  B.  909  ;  66  B.  B. 
592 ;  and  see  the  judgments  in  R.  H. 
Buckley  %  Sonn^  Ltd.  r.  N.  Buckley  ^  Sons, 
[1898]  2  Q.  B.  608  ;  and  Jones  v.  Frit- 
ehardy  reported  in  Times  Newspaper, 
Feb.  7th,  1908. 

(b)  Lib.  4,  fol.  232,  a. 

{c)  (1669),  1  Saund.  322,  a ;  see  also 
Gcrrard  v.  CooJce  (1806),  2  Bos.  &  Pull. 
N.  R.  109. 


(d)  (1781),  2  Douglas,  749. 

{e)  Com.  Dig.  Chimin.  (D.  6).  [Cf.  1 
Wms.  Saund.  322  0 ;  1  Notes  to  Saund. 
566;  Ingram  t.  Morecraft  (1863),  33 
Beav.  49  ;  Bobbins  v.  Janes  (1863),  16 
C.  B.  N.  S.  221 ;  Oolebeekr.  Girdlers*  Co, 
(1876),  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D;  234 ;  Highway 
Board  of  Macclesfield  v.  Grant  (1882),  61 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  357.] 

(/)  In  omnibus  servitutibus  refeotio 
ad  eum  pertinet,  qui  sibi  servitutem 
adserit,  non  ad  eum  cnjus  res  seryit. — 
Dig.  8,  6,  6,  §  2 ;  ibid.  8,  si  serv.  vind. 
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Servient 

owner  not 

bound  to 

repair. 

When  domi- 
nant owner 
liable  for 
damage. 


Soare  v. 
J)iekinaon. 


By  the  French  Code  Civil  (g),  the  expenses  incurred  in  con- 
structing any  works  necessary  for  the  use  or  preservation  of  any 
easement,  must  be  home  by  the  party  entitled  to  it. 

What  is  above  said  is  to  be  imderstood  with  reference  only  to 
the  non-liability  to  repair  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement. 

It  would  appear  on  the  principles  hereafter  considered,  that, 
where  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement  is  had  by  means  of  an 
artificial  work  (opus  manuf actum),  the  owner  of  the  dominant 
tenement  is  liable  for  any  damage  arising  from  its  want  of  repair. 
Thus,  if  a  man  carries  water  by  means  of  conduit-pipes  through 
his  neighbour's  land,  he  must  keep  those  pipes  in  repair  (h) ;  [that 
is  to  say,  if  they  fall  out  of  repair  and  water  consequently  escapes 
on  the  neighbour's  land,  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement 
cannot  plead  the  easement  as  justifying  what  would  otherwise  be 
a  trespass,  because  the  esisement  is  not,  in  fact,  being  properly 
exercised.  But  strictly  speaking,  the  dominant  owner  cannot  be 
said  to  be  under  any  liability  to  repair  (e).  It  would  appear  to  be 
more  accurate  to  say  that,  if  the  dominant  owner  cannot  exeroise 
the  easement,  strictly  within  its  limits,  without  repairing  the 
artificial  work,  he  must  do  the  necessary  repairs  if  he  wishes  to 
exercise  the  easement.] 

Where  the  easement  is  natural,  and  the  injury  to  the  servient 
tenement  arises  from  natural  causes  only,  no  such  liability 
accrues. 

The  case  of  Hoare  v.  Dickinson  (/),  where  an  action  was  brought 
for  the  bad  state  of  repair  of  some  water-pipes,  is  not  opposed 
to  the  principles  above  laid  down,  although  from  the  point  upon 
which  the  Court  gave  judgment,  it  cannot  be  treated  as  an 
authority  in  support  of  it.  Nor  indeed  upon  the  facts  as  stated 
in  the  report  could  the  point  of  liability  to  repair  be  raised ;  for 
the  declaration  did  not  state  to  whom  the  pipes  belonged,  nor 
that  they  ran  through  the  plaintiff's  land,  but  alleged  merely 
that  the  defendant  caused  the  water  to  run  near  the  plaintiff's 
foundations,  whereby  they  were  rotted,  so  that,  as  the  Court  said, 
the  defendant  was  plainly  a  wrongdoer,  and  upon  this  ground 
they  gave  judgment  (A). 


{a)  Art.  698. 

(A)  [See  Bell  v.  Twmtyman  (1841),  1 
Q.  B.  766  ;  66  R.  R.  416  ;  Lord  Egremont 
V.  Fulman  (1829),  M.  &  M.  404 ;  and 
Swnphriea  v.  Cousins  (1877),  L.  R.  2 
C.  p.  D.  239 ;  but  of.  Nathan  v.  Souse, 


IQ 


[1906]  1  K.  B.  627.] 

(t)  Jones   Y.    Fritehard,    reported 
Times  Newspaper,  Feb.  7th,  1908. 

(j)  (1730),  2Xord  Raymond,  1668. 

{k)  [See   AUton    y.    Grant  (1864),   3 
El.  &  BI.  128.] 
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A  quefition  appears  to  have  been  raised  in  some  old  cases,  Spurious 
whether  there  was  not  by  the  law  of  England  an  exception  to  the  compel  ser- 
rule  already  laid  down — ^that  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  3^*°*  ^Y^^ 

•^  ,  to  repair. 

was  bound  to  make  the  necessary  reparations. 

In  Fitz.  Nat.  Brev.  (/),  there  is  a  writ  commanding  the  mayor 
and  sheriff  of  a  town  to  summon  one  before  them  for  not  repairing 
his  cellar,  to  the  damage  of  him  who  has  a  cellar  beneath  it,  which 
by  the  custom  of  the  saul  town  he  was  bound  to  repair.  The  other 
writ  de  reparatione  faciend&  (m)  is  the  case  of  a  house  becoming 
ruinous  and  dangerous  to  the  neighbouring  houses. 

There  is  a  case  in  K'eilwey  (n),  as  follows :  "  It  seems  to  Fineux 
and  Brudnell  in  the  K.  B.,  that  where  I  have  a  chamber  below 
(meoson  pavaile),  and  another  has  a  chamber  above  mine  (haute 
meason),  as  they  have  here  in  London,  in  this  case  I  may  compel 
him  who  has  the  chamber  above  to  cover  his  chamber  for  the 
salvation  of  the  timber  of  my  chamber  below;  and  in  the  same 
manner  he  may  compel  me  to  sustain  my  chamber  below,  by  the 
reparation  of  the  principal  timber  for  the  salvation  of  his  chamber 
above. — Nota  et  stude.  For  some  at  the  bar  think  that  I  may 
suffer  my  chamber  to  fall  down  (deschuer) ;  but  all  were  agreed 
that  I  could  not  abate  my  chamber  to  the  destruction  of  the  upper 
chamber  (o),  and  the  manner  for  me  to  compel  another  to  sustain 
his  chamber,  ut  suprcl,  if  the  law  be  nuch^  is  by  action  on  the 
case,"  &o. 

So  it  is  said  by  Kainsford,  J.,  in  Pomfret  v.  Ricroft  (/?),  "  If  a 
man  demise  by  deed  a  middle  room  in  a  house,  and  afterwards 
will  not  repair  the  roof,  whereby  the  lessee  cannot  enjoy  the 
middle  room,  an  action  of  covenant  lies  for  him  against  his  lessor." 

The  case  in  Keilwey  was  doubted  by  Lord  Holt,  in  Tenant  v. 
Ooldwin  {q)^  where  he  said,  "  he  thought  the  writ  in  Fitzherbert 
must  be  founded  upon  the  particular  custom  of  places."  Serjeant 
Williams,  in  his  note  to  Pomfret  v.  Ricroft  (r)^  observes,  "It  is 
difficult  to  say  upon  what  other  ground  but  custom  such  an  action 
can  be  supported." 

In   Edwards  v.   Ha  Under  (s),   an  action   was  brought  by  the  ^^^^rdsy. 

Halinder. 


(I)  1-21  F.  {q)  (1706),  1  Salk.  360 ;  S.  C,  2  Lord 

\m)  127  C.  Raymond,  1089. 

(n)  98  b.  (r)  (1669),  1  Saund.  322,  note ;  1  Notes 

(o)  Vide  per  Parke,  B.,  in  Harris  t.  to  Saand.  558. 

Bydinff  (1839),  6  M.  &  W.  71.  (»)  (1684),  2  Leon.  93;  8.  C,  Popham, 

{p)  (1669),  1  Saund.  322.  46. 
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Spurious  tenant  of  a  cellar  against  the  tenant  of  the  room  above,  both 
compel  aer-  bolding  under  the  same  landlord,  for  overloading  his  floor, 
▼bmt  owner   "vehereby  it  fell  through  and  destroyed  the  plaintiff's  wine  in  the 

'—  cellar  beneath. 

Jfaiinder.  The  defendant  pleaded,  "  That,  before  the  charging  of  the  floor, 
ut  suprd,  the  said  floor  had  sustained  greater  weight,  and,  further, 
that  the  landlord  let  the  said  shop  to  him,  to  lay  there  the  weight 
of  thirty  tons,  and  he  had  laid  there  but  the  weight  of  twelve 
tons  ;  and  also  that  the  walls  of  the  said  cellar  were  so  weak  that 
the  floor  of  the  said  shop  fell  by  reason  thereof."  Upon  which 
there  was  a  demurrer  in  law,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff,  which  was  affirmed  on  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  as  it  would  appear,  upon  the  ground  that  there  being  no 
traverse  of  the  fact  charged  in  the  declaration — ^the  overloading — 
the  plea  was  impertinent.  Nothing  whatever  was  decided  as  to 
the  liability  to  repair. 

Gent,  B.,  was  of  opinion,  **  That  the  defendant  had  not  fully 
answered  the  declaration,  for  he  was  charged  with  the  laying  too 
much  weight  on  the  floor  there,  so  as  vi  ponderis  it  fell  down  ;  to 
which  the  defendant  has  said  that  the  walls  were  ruinous  in 
occultis  partibus,  and  doth  not  answer  to  the  surcharging  (scil.) 
absque  hoc,  that  he  did  surcharge." 

Clarke,  B.,  agreed  with  Gent,  B.,  as  it  appears,  in  opposition  to 
Manwood,  C.  B.,  who  thought  no  traverse  was  necessary. 

The  report  in  Popham  gives  the  argument  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber ;  from  which  it  appears  that  the  judgment  was  affirmed 
on  the  same  ground  that  it  was  given  below. 

In  an  anonymous  case  (t),  it  is  said,  ''If  a  man  has  an  upper 
room,  an  action  lies  against  him  by  one  who  has  an  under  room, 
to  compel  him  to  repair  his  roof.  And  so  where  a  man  has 
a  ground  room,  they  over  him  may  have  an  action  to  compel  him 
to  keep  up  and  maintain  his  foundation.  Sed  quaere.  For  if  a 
man  build  a  new  house  under  the  roof  of  an  old  one  which  is 
ready  to  tumble,  whether  he  shall  have  a  writ  de  reparatione 
faciend^,  because  debet  et  consuevit  are  necessary  words  in  the 
declaration." 

Holt,  C.  J.,  said,  "  That  every  man  of  common  right  ought  so 
to  support  his  own  house  as  that  it  may  not  be  an  annoyance  to 
another  man's"  (//). 


(0  (1796),  11  Mod.  7.  (u)  [See  this  dictum  referred  to  per 
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The  report  of  the  case  in  Keilwey  in  reality  amounts  to  no  more      Spurioua 
than  a  statement  that  suoh  a  point  had  been  agitated.     The  dictum    compel  ser- 
of  Rainsford,  J.,  in  Pomfret  v.  Ricro/t,  was  probably  founded,    ^^A'**^^^" 
according  to  Serjeant  Williams,  upon  this  report;   there  seems  - — —z — 
also  some  doubt  whether  it  did  not  proceed  on  the  ground  of  a  aathoritieB. 
covenant  implied  in  the  demise.     The  writ  in    Fitzherbert    is 
obviously  founded  on  a  local  custom  only ;    and  the  case   in 
Leonard  went  off  entirely  on  a  point  of  pleading.     There  appears, 
therefore,  to  be  no  authority  whatever  to  oppose  to  the  opinion 
of  Lord  Holt,  that  such  an  obligation   could  only  exist  when 
specially  imposed  (a?),  [except  in  cases  between  landlord  and  tenant. 


Cur.  in  Ahion  y.  Grant  (1854),  3  E.  & 

B.  128.  But  he  is  not  bound  to  repair 
it,  but  only  to  prevent  his  neighbour  from 
being  injured  by  its  faU.  Ckauniler  v. 
Jiobituon  (1849),  4  Exch.  163,  per  Cur. 
Note  the  oistinction  between  such  casefl 
and  those  in  which,  although  there  be 
no  duty  to  repair,  yet  the  defendant 
is  held  liable  for  injury  caused  by  a  use 
of  some  part  of  his  premises,  ex.  gr.,  a 
drain,  which,  by  reason  of  itis  improper 
construction,  causes  damage  to  the 
neighbour's  house,  as  in  Alston  y.  Grant , 
ubi  sup.] 

(x)  rSee  Serjt.  Williams'  note,  1  Wms. 
Sannd.  321 ;  1  Notes  to  Saund.  568 ; 
Colebeek  y.  Girdlert'  Company  (1876), 
L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  D.  234.] 

The  following  cases  are  given  in  the 
American  edition  of  this  book,  by 
'*  E.  Hammond,  Counsellor  at  Law," 
New  York,  1840.  In  Loring  v.  Bacotty 
4  Mass.  Bep.  575,  the  question  arose 
whether  the  owner  of  the  lower  part  of 
the  house  was  obliged  to  contribute  to 
the  rei)air8  of  the  upper  part.     ParHOOH, 

C.  J.,  in  deliveriDg  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  say8 : — **The  plaintiff  declares  in 
case  upon  several  promises,  'llie  first 
count  is  indebitatus  assumpsit  in  the 
sum  of  eighty  dollars,  according  to  the 
account  annexed  to  the  writ,  the  items  of 
which  are  for  timber,  boards,  shingles, 
nails  and  labour,  and  victualling  the 
workmen.  The  second  count  is  a  quan- 
tum meruit  for  the  same  items,  techni- 
cally supposed  to  be  different  but  similar. 
The  thira  count  is  a  general  indebitatus 
assumpsit  for  eighty  dollars,  laid  out 
and  expended. 

*  *  The  facte  being  agreed  by  the  parties, 
the  question  of  law  comes  before  the 
court  on  the  case  stated.  From  this  case, 
it  appears,  that  the  defendant  is  seised 
in  fee  simple  of  a  room  on  the  lower 


floor  of  a  dwelling-house,  and  of  the 
cellar  under  it ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  is 
seised  in  fee  of  a  chamber  over  it,  and  of 
the  remainder  of  the  house ;  that  the 
roof  of  the  house  was  so  out  of  repair, 
that  unless  repaired  no  part  of  the  houxo 
could  be  comfortably  occupied ;  that  the 
defendant,  though  seasonably  requested 
by  the  plaintiff,  refused  to  join  with  him 
in  repairing  it;  and  the  plaintiff  then 
made  the  necessary  repairs,  and  has 
brought  this  action  to  recover  damages 
for  her  refusal  to  join  in  the  repairs. 
It  is  also  agreed  that  the  parties  had 
from  time  to  time  repaired  the  respec- 
tive parts  of  the  house  at  their  several 
expenses.  And  the  question  submitted 
to  the  court  is,  whether  the  plaintiff 
can  recover  in  this  action. 

'  *  This  is  an  action  of  the  first  impres- 
sion. No  express  promise  is  admitted ; 
but,  if  there  is  a  legal  obligation  on  the 
defendant  to  contribute  to  these  repairs, 
the  law  will  imply  a  promise. 

**  "We  have  no  statute,  nor  any  usage 
upon  this  subject,  and  must  apply  to  the 
common  law  to  guide  us. 

*'  Although,  in  the  case,  the  parties 
consider  themselves  as  severally  seised 
of  different  parts  of  one  dwelling-house, 
yet,  in  legal  contemplation,  each  of  the 
parties  has  a  distinct  dwelling- house 
adjoining  together,  the  one  being 
situated  over  the  other.  The  lower 
room  and  the  collar  are  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  defendant ;  the  chamb^, 
roof  and  other  parts  of  the  edifice  are 
the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house.  And  in 
this  action  it  appears  that,  having 
repaired  his  own  house,  he  calls  upon 
her  to  contribute  to  the  expenses, 
because  his  house  is  so  situated  that 
she  derives  a  benefit  from  his  repairs, 
and  would  have  suffered  a  damage  if 
he  had  not  repaired. 
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[In  Miikr  v.  Hancock  (ij),  a  case  in  which  the  relationship  of 
landlord  and  tenant  existed,  it  was  held  that  the  liability  to  repair 


**  Upon  a  very  full  reflearch  into  the 
principles  and  maxims  of  the  common 
law,  we  cannot  find  that  any  remedy  is 
provided  for  the  plaintiff. 

**  Houses  for  the  habitation,  and  mills 
for  the  support  of  man,  are  of  high  con- 
sideration at  common  law;  and,  when 
holden  in  common  or  joint  tenancy, 
remedies  are  provided  against  those 
tenants,  who  refuse  to  join  in  necessary 
reparation,  by  the  writ  de  reparatione 
f acienda  ;  Co.  litt.  200  b ;  Fitz.  N.  B. 
295.  In  Co.  Litt.  56  b,  it  is  said,  that  if 
a  man  has  a  house  so  near  to  the  house 
of  his  neighbour  and  he  suifers  it  to  be 
80  ruinous  that  it  is  likely  to  fall  on  his 
neighbour*  s  house,  he  may  have  a  writ 
de  dome  reparandS,  and  compel  him  to 
repair  his  house.  In  Keilwey,  98  b,  pi. 
4,  there  is  a  case  reported,  in  the  time  of 
Henry  the  Eighth,  m  which  Fineuz  and 
Brudnell,  jnstices  of  the  King's  Bench, 
were  of  opinion,  that  if  a  man  have  a 
house  underneath,  and  another  have  a 
house  over  it,  as  in  the  case  in  London, 
the  owner  of  the  first  house  may  compel 
the  other  to  cover  the  house,  to  preserve 
the  timbers  of  the  house  und^neath,  and 
so  may  the  owner  of  the  house  above 
compel  the  other  to  repair  the  timbers  of 
his  house  below ;  and  this  by  action  of 
the  case.  But  some  of  the  bar  were  of 
opinion,  that  the  owner  of  the  house 
underneath  might  suffer  it  to  fall ;  yet  all 
agreed  that  he  could  not  pull  it  down  to 
destroy  the  house  above.  And  in  Fitz. 
N.  B.  296,  there  is  a  writ  of  this  kind. 
But  in  the  case  of  Tenant  v.  Goldwin 
(1794),  6  Mod.  314,  Lord  Holt  was  of 
opinion  that  this  writ  was  by  virtue 
of  a  particular  custom,  and  not  of  the 
common  law ;  and  he  doubted  the  case 
in  Keilwey. 

^*  But  there  is  unquestionably  a  writ 
at  common  law,  de  domo  reparandd,  the 
form  of  which  we  have  in  Fitz.  N.  B. 
295,  in  which  A.  is  commanded  to  repair 
a  certain  house  of  his  in  N.  which  is  in 
danger  of  falling  to  the  nuisance  of  the 
freehold  of  B.  in  the  same  town,  and 
which  A.  ought,  and  hath  been  used,  to 
repair,  &o.  This  writ,  Fitzherbert  says, 
lies  when  a  man,  who  has  a  house  adjoin- 
ing to  the  house  of  his  neighbour,  suifers 
his  house  to  lie  in  decay  to  the  annoyance 
of  his  neighbour's  house.  And  if  the 
plaintiff  recover,  he  nhall  have  his 
damages ;  and  it  shall  be  awarded  that 
the  defendant  repair,  and  that  he  be 
restrained  until  he  do  it.      But  it  is 


otherwise  in  an  action  of  the  case ;  for 
there  the  plaintiff  can  recover  damages 
only.  And  there  appears  no  reasonable 
cause  of  distinction  in  the  cases, 
whether  a  house  adjoin  to  another  on 
one  side,  or  above,  or  underneath  it. 

'  *  But  if  the  case  in  Keilwey  is  law, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  for  by  that 
case  the  defendant  could  have  oompeUed 
the  plaintiff  to  repair  his  house,  or  com- 
pensate her  in  damages  for  the  injury 
she  had  sustained  from  his  neglect  to 
repair  it.  And  he  has  the  like  remedy 
against  her. 

**If  the  case  in  Keilwey  is  not  law, 
then,  upon  analogy  to  the  writ  at 
common  law,  the  plaintiff  cannot  compel 
tiie  defendant  to  cootribute  to  his 
expenses  in  repairing  his  own  house. 
But  if  his  house  be  considered  as  adjoin- 
ing to  hers,  she  might  ha?e  sued  an 
action  of  the  case  against  him,  if  he  had 
suffered  his  house  to  remain  in  decay  to 
the  annoyance  of  her  house. 

*  *  In  every  view  of  this  case,  there  is 
no  legal  ground  on  which  theplaintiff*8 
action  can  be  supported.  We  do  not 
now  decide  on  the  authority  due  to  the 
case  in  Keilwey;  but  if  an  action  on 
the  case  should  come  before  us  founded 
on  that  report,  it  will  deserve  a  further 
and  full  consideration.  The  plaintiff 
must  be  called.*' 

In  Cheeseborouffh  v.  Green,  10  Conn. 
318,  which  was  an  action  on  the  case 
brought  by  the  owner  of  the  lower  part 
of  a  store  against  the  owner  of  the 
upper  part  and  roof  of  the  building  to 
re<  over  damages  for  suffering  the  roof 
to  be  out  of  repair,  the  Court  held,  that 
the  action  could  not  be  sustained  ;  in  a 
Court  of  Chancery  only  can  the  plaintiff 
have  adequate  remedy.  Daggett,  C.  J. : 
**  The  declaration,  in  substuoioe,  is  that 
the  plaintiff  owns  the  first  and  second 
stories  of  a  brick  store,  and  the  de- 
fendant owns  the  third  storey  and  roof. 
The  defendant  has  suffered  the  roof  to 
decay  and  become  leaky  and  ruinous, 
so  that  the  lower  part  of  the  building 
is  injured,  and  for  this  neglect  of  the 
defendant  this  action  is  brought.  The 
Superior  Court,  on  a  trial,  found  the 
facts  alleged  true,  but  adjudged  the 
declaration  insufficient.  It  is  now  to  be 
decided  by  this  Court,  whether  this 
action  can  be  sustained.  There  is  no 
statute,  nor  any  custom,  nor  any  ad- 

(y)  [1893]  2  Q.  B.  177. 
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[existed  although  not  specially  imposed.  The  defendant  was  the 
owner  of  a  building  the  different  floors  of  which  were  let  by  him 
separately.  The  staircase,  by  means  of  which  access  to  the  separate 
sets  of  rooms  was  obtained,  remained  in  the  possession  and  control 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  tenancy  agreements  contained  no  refer- 
ence to  the  staircase.  The  plaintiff,  who  had  in  the  course  of 
business  called  on  the  tenant  of  one  of  the  floors,  fell,  through  the 
defective  condition  of  the  stairs,  and  sustained  injuries.  In  an 
action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  injuries  so  sus- 
tained it  was  held  that  there  was,  by  necessary  implication,  an 
agreement  by  the  defendant  with  his  tenants  to  keep  the  staircase 
in  repair,  and,  as  the  defendant  must  have  known  and  contem- 
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Miller  v. 
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judged  case  in  Connecticut  on  the  sub- 
ject. The  plaintiff  relies  upon  the 
principles  of  the  common  law  to  uphold 
this  action.  He  founds  himself  princi- 
pally on  a  case,  Keilwey,  98  b,  pi.  i, 
where  the  doctrine  was  laid  down  by 
two  judges  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench.  In  Tenant  y.  Qoldwin  (1794), 
6  Mod.  314 ;  S.  C,  I  Salk.  360,  Lord 
Holt  disapproTed  of  the  case  in  EeUwey , 
and  said,  that  it  was  supported  by  the 
custom  of  particular  places,  and  not  by 
the  common  law.  There  was  a  writ  de 
reparatione  faoiend&  against  those  of 
seTeral  joint  tenants,  or  tenants  in 
common,  who  refused  to  join  in  neces- 
sary repairs.  So  if  the  house  of  A.  be 
near  that  of  B.,  and  the  former  becomes 
so  ruinous  that  it  endangers  the  latter, 
B.  may  have  a  writ  de  domo  reparandd, 
and  compel  A.  to  repair  his  house.  I 
am  not  aware  that  any  such  writ  has 
been  known  in  the  practice  of  our 
courts.  Perhaps  an  addon  on  the  case 
would  lie  against  any  one  who  should 
negligently  suffer  his  building  to  decay, 
and  fall  on  and  injure  the  property  of 
another,  on  the  maxim  Sic  utere  tuo  ut 
alienum  non  leadas.  That,  howerer,  is 
not  this  case. 

"  Nor  can  we  say,  in  the  absence  of 
statute  regulation,  or  express  decision, 
that  this  doctrine  is  so  reasonable  that 
an  action  can  be  sustained.  In  large 
cities,  houses  generally  consist  of  four 
or  five  stories.  The  owner  of  the  fifth 
story,  upon  the  principle  assumed  by 
the  plaintiff,  is  compellable  to  furnish  a 
sufficient  roof  to  protect  the  whole  build- 
ing ag^nst  water.  Also,  the  owner  of 
each  story  is  obliged  to  secure  the  side 
and  ends,  as  the  case  may  be,  against 
the  entrance  of  water  to  the  annoyance 
of  all  those  who  own  or  occupy  below. 

G. 


The  owner  of  the  lower  story  is  com- 
pellable, also,  to  keep  the  foundation 
suitably  repaired,  to  sustain  each  of 
the  other  stories,  with  their  additional 
(as  the  case  may  be)  superincumbent 
weight. 

"These  considerations,  and  others 
easily  suggested,  would  lead  to  the  con- 
clusion, that  a  remedy  in  such  case  can 
be  fundshed  only  by  a  Court  of  Chan- 
cery. The  principles  adopted  by  Chan- 
cellor Kent  in  Campbell  v.  Mesier  ^  al., 
4  Johns.  Ch.  Bep.  334,  countenance  this 
idea.  The  case  of  Loring  y.  Baeon^  4 
Mass.  Bep.  675,  was  pressed  by  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  There,  it  was 
decided,  that  the  owner  of  the  upper 
story  could  not  reooyer  in  assumpsit 
against  the  owner  of  the  floor  and  cellar, 
for  necessary  repairs  to  the  roof.  Chief 
Justice  Parsons  speaks  of  the  case  in 
Keilwey,  without  deciding  on  its  au- 
thority. He  does  not  decide  the  plaintiff 
to  be  without  remedy ;  he  says  truly, 
he  has  no  legal  ground  for  recoyery.  It 
will  be  borne  in  mind,  that  there  was 
then  [1806]  no  Court  of  Chancery  in 
Ma8sa!ohusetts. " 

[In  Graves  y.  Burdan  (26  N.  T.  601), 
Judge  Bosekrans  says : — **  The  rule 
seems  to  be  settled  in  England,  that 
when  a  house  is  divided  into  different 
floors  or  stories,  each  occupied  by  dif- 
ferent owners,  the  proprietor  of  the 
ground- floor  is  bound  by  the  nature 
and  condition  of  his  property,  without 
any  servitude,  not  only  to  bear  the 
weight  of  the  upper  story,  but  to  repair 
his  own  property,  so  that  it  may  be  able 
to  bear  such  weight.  The  proprietor  of 
the  ground  story  is  obliged  to  uphold  it 
for  the  support  of  the  upper  story." 
(See  Washburn  on  Easements,  664  to 
673.)] 
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[plated  thai  it  would  be  used  by  persons  having  business  with  such 
tenants,  there  was  also  a  duty  on  the  defendant  towards  saoh 
persons  to  keep  it  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  and  the  action 
was  therefore  maintainable. 

In  the  judgments  delivered  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (2)9  tiie 
ordinary  rule  that  the  person  in  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement 
is  bound  to  do  the  neoessary  repairs  appears  to  have  been  recog^ 
nized,  and  the  judgment  proceeded  upon  the  reasoning  that,  in  the 
circumstances  of  that  case,  the  grantor  of  the  easement  had  by 
necessary  implication  undertaken  the  obligation  of  repairing,  Lord 
Esher,  M.  E>.,  in  effect,  basing  his  decision  upon  the  ground  that 
the  landlord  would  be  derogating  from  his  grant  in  not  keeping 
the  staircase  in  such  a  condition  as  to  allow  the  tenants  to  obtain 
access  to  their  premises. 

In  HargroveSj  Aromon  8f  Co.  v.  Hartopp  {a)  it  was  held  that  the 
defendants,  who  were  landlords  to  the  plaintiffs  of  a  floor  in  a 
building,  were  bound  to  keep  a  rainwater  gutter  in  the  roof,  which 
was  under  their  control,  in  such  a  condition  as  not  to  cause  damage 
to  the  plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs  had  given  notice  to  the  defendants 
that  the  gutter  had  become  stopped  up,  but  the  defendants 
neglected  to  have  the  stoppage  cleared  away,  and  the  plaintiffs 
were  held  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  damage  thereby  caused 
to  them.] 

The  Civil  Law  recognizes  the  existence  of  such  an  easement  as 
this  (oneris  ferendi),  as  distinguished  from  the  ordinary  easement 
of  support  (tigni  immittendi)  ;  but  it  appears,  that  the  additional 
obligation  of  repair  could  only  be  imposed  by  an  express  stipula- 
tion to  that  effect  in  the  instrument  creating  the  easement  (6),  or 


{2)  Lord  Esher,  M.  B.,  and  Bowen 
and  "Kaj,  L.  JJ. 

(a)  [1906]  1  K.  B  472. 

ip)  Modus  aatem  refectionis  in  hdc 
actione  ad  eum  modom  pertinet,  qai  in 
servitate  impositft  continetur :  f orte,  ut 
reficlat  lapide  qnadrato,  vel  lapide  struc- 
till,  yel  quovis  alio  opere,  quod  in  Bend- 
tute  dictum  est. — ^Dig.  8,  6,  6,  {  5,  bI 
serv.  vind. 

"  II  ne  faut  pas  oroire,  avec  le  plus 
grand  nombre  des  interpr^tes  au  droit, 
que  la  servitude  oneria  ferendi  ait  6tl 
une  exception  d  cette  r^gle.  II  6tait  bien 
d'usage  de  stipuler  dans  cette  servitude, 
que  le  yoisin  serait  oblige  de  reconstruire 
et  d'entretenir  le  mur,  ou  le  pillier  qui 
soutenait  quelque  partde  du  bStiment 


yoisin  ;  mais  c'etait  1^  l*effet,  non  pas  da 
droit  de  servitude  en  lui-mdme,  mais 
d'une  stipulation  particulidre,  ajoutee 
au  droit  de  servituae.  Bnoore  Aquilius 
Gallus,  Fun  des  plus  c^l^bres  jurisoon- 
Bultes  Bomains,  pr^tendait-il  que  oette 
obligation  6tait  contraire  a  la  nature  des 
servitudes.  Les  autres  iurisoonsultes  se 
contentaient  de  dire  que  le  voisin  pouvait 
se  lib^r  de  oette  obligation  en  abandon- 
nant  le  fonds  sur  lequel  le  mur,  ou  la 
colonne,  mii  portait  T^difice  voinin,  etait 
situe ;  et  dans  tout  cas,  le  proprietaire  du 
fonds  dominant  n'en  pouvait  pas  deman- 
der  le  retablissement  par  Paction  r^elle 
eonfeseoria  tervitutitf  mais  seulement  en 
yertu  de  r6quit6,  imploratume  ojlcti 
Judicit" — MerUn,  Repertoire  de  Juris- 
prudenoe,  tit.  Servitude,  p.  44. 
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at  all  events  there  must  have  been  a  prescriptive  right  to  the 
repair,  as  well  as  to  the  support.  Indeed  it  has  been  doubted 
whether  such  an  easement  could  exist  at  all,  unless  the  precise 
technical  expression  '' paries  oneri  ferendo"  was  inserted  in  the 
original  grant  (c). 

The  servitude  of  the  Civil  Law,  called  "  paries  oneri  f  erendo," 
imposed  upon  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  the  obligation 
not  only  of  supporting  the  dominant  edifice,  but  also  of  keeping 
his  own  buildings  in  such  a  state  of  repair  as  should  enable  them 
to  sustain  the  pressure.  The  validity  of  this  servitude,  though 
admitted  to  be  of  an  anomalous  character,  appears  to  have  been 
fully  established,  notwithstanding  some  difference  of  opinion 
upon  this  subject  (d) :  but  still  it  was  said  that  the  obligation 
was  not  upon  the  person,  but  upon  the  tenement,  and  that  by 
relinquishing  the  tenement,  the  owner's  liability  to  repair  was 
determined  {e). 

This  obligation  to  repair  was,  however,  strictly  construed,  and 
did  not  carry  with  it  as  an  incident  any  obligation  to  furnish 
support  to  the  dominant  tenement  during  any  necessary  repara- 
tion of  the  servient  tenement.  In  this  respect  the  owner  of 
the  dominant  tenement  was  bound  to  take  care  of  himself,  by 
shoring  or  other  means,  or,  if  he  neglected  so  to  do,  he  might 


Spfozioixs 
easement  to 
compel  aer- 
yient  owner 

to  repair. 

Civil  law. 


{e)  Stair's  Inst.  328;  Erskine,  Inst. 
431. 

{d)  Earn  debere  colmnnam  restltaere, 
qusB  onns  vicinarum  eedium  ferebat, 
oujus  essent  eedes,  qusa  servirent:  non 
enm,  qui  imponere  vellet :  nam  ciaa  in 
lege  eediom  ita  soiiptum  est — paries 
oneri  ferendo,  uti  nunc  eat,  ita  ait — satis 
aperte  sigrnificari,  in  perpetunm  parie- 
tem  esse  debere;  non  enim  hoo  his 
verbis  did,  ''nt  in  perpetuum  idem 
paries  eetemus  esset,"  qnod  ne  fieri 
quidem  posset,  sed  **uti  ejusdem  modi 
paries  in  perpetuum  esset  qui  onus  sua- 
tineret; '' quemadmodum,  si  quis  alioui 
cavisset,  ut  seryitutem  praeberet,  qui 
onus  suum  sustineret,  si  ea  res,  qua3 
servit,  et  tuum  onus  ferret,  periaset, 
alia  in  locum  ejus  dari  debeat. — Big.  8, 
2,  33,  de  serv.  prted.  urb. 

In  scrvitute  oneris  ferendi  hoc  am- 
plius  est,  quod  yioinus  columnam  aut 
parietem  qui  oneri  ferendo  est  reficere 
tenetur,  et  idoneum  onere  sustinendo 
preestare,  qud  parte  servitus  heec  de- 
generat  et  spuria  esse  agnoscitur — 
quippe  ojim  oontrd  naturam  servitutum 
hoc  sit  ut  quis  oogatur  aliquid  facere  in 


suo. — Vinnius,  Inst.  Lib.  2,  tit.  3,  de 
sery.  urb.  §  3. 

Etiam  de  servitute,  quse  oneris  ferendi 
causft  impositH  erit,  actio  nobis  competit, 
ut  et  onera  ferat,  et  sedificia  refioiat  ad 
eum  modum,  qui  servitute  impositft  com- 
prehensus  est.  Et  Gallus  putat,  non 
posse  ita  servitutem  imponi,  '*  ut  quis 
facere  aliquid  cogeretur,"  sed  "  ne  me 
facere  prohiberet :  "  nam  in  omnibus  ser- 
vitutibns  refectio  ad  eum  pertinet  qui 
sibi  seryitutem  adserit;  non  ad  eum, 
cujus  res  servit.  Sed  evaluit  Servii  sen- 
tentia  in  propositi  specie,  ut  possit  quis 
defendere,  jus  sibi  esse,  oogere  adversa- 
rium  reficere  parietem  ad  onera  sua 
sustinenda. — Dig.  8,  5,  6,  §  2,  si  serv. 
vind. 

(e)  Labeo  autem  banc  servitutem  non 
hominem  debere,  sed  rem ;  denique 
licere  domino  rem  derelinquere,  scribit. 
Ibidem. 

Haac  autem  actio  in  rem  magis  est, 
quam  in  personam:  et  non  alii  com- 
petit,  quam  domino  sedium,  adversus 
dominum  ;  fdcuti  c«terarum  servitutum 
intent io. — Ibid.  §  3. 


.31  (2) 
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GiTillaw. 


Code  Ciyil. 


Scotoh  law* 


Lord  Stair. 


**take  down  his  house  (/)  and  rebuild  it  when   the  wall  was 
restored  "  (^) . 

The  analogous  servitude  "  tigni  immittendi,"  clearly  imposed 
no  obligation  on  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  to  keep  his 
walls  in  repair ;  the  right  conferred  was  "  to  insert  a  beam  into 
the  neighbour's  wall,  so  that  it  might  remain  there,  and  the 
neighbour's  wall  might  sustain  the  weight,"  but  nothing  beyond 
this  (A). 

By  the  French  Civil  Code,  when  the  different  stories  of  a  house 
belong  to  different  proprietors,  their  respective  rights  and  liabili- 
ties ore  fixed  vrith  great  minuteness — supposing  the  instruments 
creating  their  respective  titles  to  contain  no  provision  for  repair. 
The  main  walls  (gros  murs)  and  roof  are  kept  in  repair  at  the 
expense  of  all  the  proprietors,  each  contributing  according  to  the 
value  of  the  portion  which  belongs  to  him :  the  proprietor  of  each 
stoiy  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair  his  own  floor ;  the  proprietor  of 
the  first  story  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair  the  staircase  leading  up 
to  it ;  the  proprietor  of  the  second  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair  that 
part  of  the  staircase  which  leads  from  the  first  story  to  him  ;  and 
so  with  regard  to  the  other  proprietors  (i). 

The  Scotch  law,  which  to  a  great  extent  is  based  upon  the  civil 
law,  is  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine,  '^  that  to  impose  such  an 
obligation  to  repair  on  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  there 
must  be  either  an  express  stipulation  to  that  effect,  or  actual 
proof  that  there  is  a  prescriptive  right  to  the  repair  as  well  as  to 
the  support." 

"  The  precise  positive  servitude  of  city  tenements,"  says  Lord 


( / )  **  Ironioimi  consilium, '  ^  says 
Pothier. 

iff)  Siout  autem  refeotio  parietis  ad 
vicinam  pertinet,  ita  f  oltura  aedificiorum 
yiciniy  ooi  servitus  debetur,  quamdiCi 
paries  reficietur,  ad  inferiorem  yicinum 
non  debet  pertinere ;  nam,  si  non  vult 
superior  fnlcire,  deponat :  et  restittiet 
cam  paries  fnerit  restitntus.  Et  hie 
quoque  siout  in  ceeteris  servitutibus, 
actio  oontraria  dabitur:  hoc  est,  Jtu 
tibi  non  esse  me  eogere, — Dig.  8,  5,  8,  si 
serv.  vind. 

(A)  In  imponend^  seryitute  tigni  im- 
mittendi hoc  agitur,  ut  ex  nostro  pariete 
liceat  tigpnum  trabem  immittere  in  parie- 
tem  vicini  ita  ut  ibi  requiescat,  et  irioini 
paries  susdneat  onus  immissi — nihil  am- 
pliuB.— Vimiius,  Inst.  Lib.  2,  tit.  de 
aery.  urb.  3. 


Competit  mihi  actio  adversus  eum,  qui 
ccssit  mihi  [talem]  servitutem,  ut  in 
parietem  ejus  tigna  immittere  mihi 
liceat,  suprSque  ea  tigna  (verbi  gratili) 
porticum  ambulatoriam  facere,  superque 
eum  parietem  colunmas  structiles  im- 
ponere,  quae  tectum  porticus  ambula- 
tories sustineant. — ^Dig.  8,  5,  8,  §  1,  ai 
serv.  vind. 

Distant  autem  hseactiones  (i.e.,  oneris 
ferendi  et  tig^  immittendi)  inter  se: 
qu6d  superior  quidem  locum  habet  etiam 
ad  compellendum  viciuum  reficere  parie- 
tem [meum]  ;  heec  vero  locum  habet  ad 
hoc  solum,  ut  tigna  suscipiat:  quod 
non  est  cuutra  genera  servitutum. 
Ibid.  §  2. 

(t)  Art.  664 ;  Faideesus,  Traits  dee 
Servitudes,  288. 
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Stair,  "  is  the  servitude  of  support,  whereby  the  servient  tenement     SpurioM 
is  liable  to  bear  any  burden  for  the  use  of  the  dominant,  and  that,    compel  ser- 
either  by  laying  on  the  weight  upon  its  walls  or  other  parts  there-    ^1?^^ 

of,  or  by  putting  in  joists,  or  other  means  of  support,  in  the  walls  . 

of  the  same,  whioh  the  Romans  called  servitutem  tigni  immittendi ; 
or  otherwise,  this  servitude  may  be  by  bearing  the  pressure,  or 
putt,  of  any  building,  for  the  use  of  the  dominant  tenement,  as 
of  a  vault,  or  pend,  or  the  like ;  such  is  the  servitude  of  super- 
structure whereby  any  building  may  be  built  upon  the  servient 
tenement.  like  unto  which  is  now  frequent  in  Edinburgh,  when 
one  tenement  is  built  above  another  at  diverse  times,  or  diverse 
stories  or  contignations  of  the  same  tenement  are  bought  by  diverse 
proprietors,  and  thereby  the  upper  becomes  a  distinct  tenement, 
and  hath  a  servitude  upon  the  lower  tenements,  whereby  they 
must  support  it.  The  question  useth  to  be  moved  here,  whether 
the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  be  obliged  to  uphold  or  repair 
his  tenement,  that  it  may  be  sufficient  to  support  the  burden  of 
the  dominant  tenement  P 

^'  There  are  opinions  of  the  learned,  and  probable  reasons  upon 
both  facts :  for  the  affirmation  maketh  the  common  rule  that,  when 
anything  is  granted,  all  things  are  understood  to  be  granted  there* 
with  that  are  necessary  thereto ;  so  he  who  constituteth  upon  his 
tenement  a  servitude  of  support,  must  make  it  effectual ;  and  for 
that  negative  servitudes  are    odious,   and    not  to  be  extended 
beyond  what  is  expressly  granted  or  accustomed,  to  which  we 
incline;   and,  therefore,  it  would  be  adverted  how  the  servitude 
is  constituted,  that  if  it  appeeur  the  constituent  had  granted  this 
servitude  so  as  to  uphold  it,  not  upon  the  account  of  his  own 
tenement,  but  of  the  dominant,  he  must  so  continue ;   and  it  is 
not  only  a  personal  obligation,  but  a  part  of  the  servitude  passing 
with  the  servient  tenement,  even  to  singular  successors :  but  if  it 
appear  not  so  constituted,  it  will  impart  no  more  than  a  tolerance 
to  lay  on  or  impute  the  burden  of  the  dominant  tenement  upon 
the  servient,  which,  therefore,  the  owner  of  the  servient  neither 
can  hinder  or  prejudice  ;  but  he  is  not  obliged  to  do  any  positive 
deed  by  reparation  of  his  own  tenement  to  that  purpose ;  but  the 
owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  hath  right  to  repair  it  for  his 
own  use,  by  reason  of  his  servitude,  and  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement  cannot  hinder  him ;  yea,  in  what  he  thereby  advantages 
the  servient  tenement,  he  hath  upon  the  owner  thereby  the  natural 
obligation  of  recompence  in  quantum  lucratus. 


486 


INCIDENTS  OP  EASEMENTS. 


Spurious 
easement  to 
compel  ser- 
vient owner 

to  repair. 

Lord  Stair. 


liability  of 
servient 
owner  to  re- 
pair Irypre- 
Boription  or 
tenure. 


"  If  it  be  objeoted  that,  within  burgh,  the  owners  of  the  inferior 
and  supporting  tenements  are  obliged  to  repair  for  the  behoof  of 
the  superior  tenements,  the  owners  whereof  may  legally  enforce 
reparation ;  yet  it  inf erreth  not  this  to  be  the  nature  of  a  servi- 
tude, but  a  positive  statute  or  custom  of  the  burgh  for  the  publio 
good  thereof,  which  is  concerned  in  upholding  tenements.  But 
mainly  the  reason  of  it  is,  because  when  diverse  owners  have  parts 
of  the  same  tenement,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  perfect  division, 
because  the  roof  remaineth  roof  to  both,  and  the  ground  supporteth 
both;  and  therefore,  by  the  nature  of  communion,  there  are 
mutual  obligations  upon  both,  viz.,  that  the  owner  of  the  lower 
tenement  must  uphold  his  tenement  as  a  foundation  to  the  upper, 
and  the  owner  of  the  upper  tenement  must  uphold  his  tenement  as 
a  roof  and  cover  to  the  lower,  both  which,  though  they  have  the 
resemblance  of  servitudes,  and  pass  with  the  thing  to  singular 
successors,  yet  they  are  rather  personal  obligations,  such  as  pass  in 
communion  even  to  the  singular  successors  of  either  party  "  (k). 

A  somewhat  similar  question  arises  in  the  case  of  a  public  high- 
way or  bridge,  where  a  particular  pei'son  is  held  liable  to  repair 
ratione  tenurae  (/),  or  by  prescription,  contrary  to  the  common 
law,  by  which  the  obligation  is  imposed  upon  the  parish  or 
county  (m). 

"Et  siout  poterit  quis  facere  nocumentum  injuriosum  in 
faciendo,  ita  poterit  in  non  faoiendo,  in  proprio  vel  in  alieno,  ut  si 
ex  constitutione  obstruere  et  claudere,  purgare  et  reflcere,  et  non 
fecerit,  cum  ad  hoc  teneatur  "  (»). 

If  a  man,  who  is  boimd  by  tenure  to  repair  a  certain  causeway 
by  prescription,  does  not  repair  it,  per  quod  my  land  is  surrounded, 
I  may  have  an  action  on  the  case  against  him  (o). 


{k)  Stair's  Institutes,  Book  2,  tit.  7, 
B.  6. 

(0  2  Inst.  700;  Com.  Dig.  CHmin, 
A.  4.  [^Seff.  V.  Bwheta  of  Buccleugh 
(3  Anne),  6  Hod.  150 ;  Beg,  v.  Bueknell 
(1  Anne),  7  Mod.  66 ;  Reg,  v.  Manners 
Sutton  (1836),  3  A.  &  E.  597 ;  42  R.  B. 
490  ;  Baker  v.  Greenhill  (1842),  3  Q.  B. 
148  ;  61  R.  R.  173 ;  Reg.  v.  Barker  (1890), 
L.  R.  26  Q.  B.  B.  213 ;  Heath  v.  Over- 
seers of  Weav&rhaMy  [1894]  2  Q.  B.  108 ; 
Cuekjield  Rural  District  Counciiv.  Goring ^ 
[18981  1  Q.  B.  865;  Bundle  v.  HearJe, 
[1898]  2  Q.  B.  83  ;  Daventrif  District 
Council  Y,  Barker,  [1900]  1  Q.  B.  1.  As 
to  exemption  from  highway  rates  for  a 
person  bound  to  repair  a  highway  ratione 


tenune,  see  Xorth  Eastern  Railway  y. 
Dalt&n  Overseers f  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  66; 
[1899]  1  Q.  B.  1026;  on  appeal,  sub 
nom.  DaUon  Overseers  v.  North  Eastern 
Railway,  [1900]  A.  C.  346 ;  Ferrand  v. 
Bingley  Urban  Council,  [1903]  2  K.  B. 
446.  As  to  liability-  ratione  olaosune,  see 
Reg.  y.  Ramsden  (1858),  £.  B.  &  E.  949.] 

{m)  Regina  v.  Inhabitants  of  the  County 
of  Wilts  (1705),  Salkeld,  369. 

(»)  Braoton,  Lib.  4,  f.  232  b;  Com. 
Dig.  tit.  Chimin,  D.  6. 

(o)  29  Edw.  3,  32  b;  and  see  1  Wms. 
Saonders,  322 ;  1  Notes  to  Saond.  565. 
[Cf.  Mayor  of  Lytne  Regis  v.  Henley 
(1834),  1  Bing.  N.  0.  222 ;  37  R.  R. 
126 ;  Nitro- Phosphate  and  OdamU  Ghemi- 
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As,  however,  the  obligatioii  thus  imposed  on  the  servient  tene- 
ment is  contrary  to  the  usual  incidents  of  easements,  it  will,  of 
course,  require  greater  strictness  of  proof  (p). 

Although,  as  it  would  appear  by  the  civil  law,  with  the  single 
exception  of  the  servitus  oneris  f  erendi,  no  easement  could  exist 
which  imposed  on  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  an  obliga- 
tion to  repair,  and  any  stipulation  to  that  effect  was  personal, 
binding  on  the  contracting  parties  only,  and  not  imposing  any 
charge  upon  the  inheritance,  so  as  to  pass  with  it  into  the  hands 
of  a  new  owner;  yet  there  is  little  doubt  that,  by  the  law  of 
England,  such  an  obligation  may  be  imposed  either  ij  express 
grant  or  prescription  {q). 

Any  stipulation  by  deed,  affecting  the  quality  or  mode  of  enjoy- 
ment of  land — as,  for  instance,  a  covenant  to  repair  a  house  upon 
it  (r) — ^runs  with  the  land,  and  this  doctrine  applies  to  implied  as 
well  as  express  covenants ;  and  as  a  prescriptive  right  to  an  ease- 
ment is  equivalent  to  an  express  stipulation  by  deed,  which  the  law 
allows  to  be  made  in  favour  of  the  successive  owners  of  the  neigh- 
bouring tenement,  it  seems  that  the  same  consequences  must  follow 
from  it(«). 

If  a  man  make  a  bridge  for  the  common  good  of  all  the  subjects, 
he  is  not  bound  to  repair  it,  for  no  particular  man  is  bound  to 
reparation  of  bridges  by  the  common  law,  but  ratione  tenurse,  or 
prsBscriptionis.  As  to  the  second,  the  remedy  was  if  it  were  a 
private  bridge,  as  to  a  mill,  which  A.  was  bound  to  maintain,  over 
which  B.  had  a  passage,  &c.,  if  the  bridge  were  in  decay  B.  might 
have  his  writ  de  ponte  reparando  (t). 

"  By  the  common  law,"  says  Lord  Mansfield,  "  he  that  hath  the 
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eal  Manure  Co.  t.  London  and  St. 
Catherine's  Doekt  Co.  (1873),  L.  R.  9 
Ch.  Div.  603.] 

{p)  [^Siffhicay  Board  of  MaecUtJield  v. 
Grant  (1882),  61  L.  J.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  367 ; 
Hundle  y.  J5&arfo,  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  83; 
Either  and  Dittons  ifirban  Cotmcil  v.  Marks 
(1902),  71  L.  J.  K.  B.  309;  86  L.  T. 
222.  See,  as  to  what  eyidenoe  is  re- 
quired to  establish  a  prescriptive  liability 
to  repair  a  sea-wall,  Httdnon  y.  Tabor 
(1877),  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  Div.  290 ;  Com- 
missioners of  Sewers  for  Fobbing  v.  The 
Queen  (1886),  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas.  449/1 

[q)  [See  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Abatement,  H. 
13,  as  to  liability  to  repair  river  banks. 
It  is  to  be  observed,  that  Lord  Tenter* 
den's  Act  does  not  affect  "  mere  duties," 
and  that  a  liability  to  repair  could  not 
be  established  under  it,  though  a  right 
to  repair,  as  accessory  to  the  enjoyment 


of  some  easement,  may.] 

(r)  2  Inst.  701. 

(s)  [The  authorities  appear  to  show 
that  the  burden  of  an  affirmative 
covenant  does  not  run  with  land  either 
at  law  or  in  equity,  and  that  at  law  the 
burden  even  of  a  negative  covenant  does 
not  run  with  land,  so  as  to  bind  an 
assignee,  except  as  between  landlord 
and  tenant  (ante,  p.  80) ;  and  the  case 
of  a  liability  to  repair  is  no  exception, 
as  such  liability  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
easement  (see  per  Bayley,  J.,  6  B.  &  G. 
339),  even  if  it  originated  in  an  express 
covenant.] 

{t)  Sampson  y.  Easterhy  (1829),  9 
B.  &  Gr.  606 ;  4  Man.  &  Ry.  422 ;  33 
R.  R.  239 ;  S.  C.  in  error,  Easterby  v. 
Sampson,  1  Or.  &  J.  105 ;  4  Moo.  &  P. 
601  ;  33  R.  R.  289. 
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9  Edw.  4. 


Fomfret  v. 
Rieroft» 


use  of  a  thing  ought  to  repair  it ; ''  but  ^^  the  grantor  may  bind 
himself"  (w). 

However,  says  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  in  the  note  to  Pomfret  v. 
Ricroft^  "  the  grantor  of  a  right  of  way  may  be  bound  either  by 
express  stipulation  or  prescription  to  repair  it "  {x) :  and  he  cites 
the  case  of  Rider  v.  Smith  (y),  in  which  an  action  was  brought 
against  the  owner  of  a  close  for  not  keeping  in  repair  a  footway 
running  across  it,  and  the  Court  held,  that  a  declaration,  alleging 
that,  '^  by  reason  of  his  possession,"  the  defendant  ought  to 
repair,  was  good  on  demurrer,  and  that  the  special  matter  of  the 
obligation  might  be  given  in  evidence  thus  recognizing,  at  all 
events,  the  possibility  of  such  an  obligation  being  established. 

As  the  burden  of  repair  is  by  law  imposed  upon  the  owner  of 
the  dominant  tenement,  a  corresponding  right  is  also  conferred 
upon  him — ^to  do  all  those  acts  which  may  be  necessary  to  secure 
the  full  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  even  though  he  should  thereby 
be  compelled  to  commit  a  trespass  (s).  This  right  to  do  all  such 
acts  as  are  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement  granted,  was 
recognized  in  a  very  early  case  (a). 

Choke,  J. — *'  If  a  man  grant  me  (a  right)  to  dig  in  his  land  and 
to  make  a  trench  from  a  certain  fountain  or  spring  to  my  place,  so 
that  I  may  lay  down  a  pipe  to  convey  the  water  to  my  place,  if 
afterwards  the  pipe  is  stopped  or  broken  so  that  the  water  run 
out  of  it,  I  cannot  dig  in  his  land  to  amend  the  pipe — ^f or  this 
was  not  granted  to  me — ^but  if  he  grant  that  I  may  dig,  &c.,  to 
amend  the  pipe,  totiens  quotiens,  &c.,  then  I  shall  dig.  And,  in 
like  manner,  if  I  prescribe  to  have  such  a  conduit,  I  must  also 
prescribe  to  scour  and  amend  it,  totiens  quotiens,  &c.,  or  otherwise 
I  cannot  dig  in  his  land  to  amend,  &c.  But  this  was  denied  in 
both  cases,  for  it  was  said  by  the  Court,  that  it  is  incident  to  suoh 
a  grant  to  scour  and  amend  "  {b). 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  Pomfret  v.  Ricroft  (c),  already  cited,  it  was 
held,  that  where  a  party  had  an  easement  to  use  a  pump  in  his 
neighbour's  land,  '^  although  neither  the  soil  nor  the  pump  itself 


(u)  Tavlor  y.  Whitehead  (1781),  2 
Doagr.  745.  Gf.  Milier  y.  Eaneoek, 
[1893]  2  Q.  B.  177- 

(x)  1  Wms.  Saund.  322  c ;  1  Notes  to 
Saund.  566. 

(y)  (1790),  3  T.  R.  766. 

(z)  But  in  the  case  of  a  highway  there 
is  no  right  to  repair  where  there  is 
no  obligation  to  repair ;  and  therefore 


where  the  obligation  to  repair  is  in  a 
local  authority,  its  default  does  not  giYo 
a  right  to  any  other  persons  to  do  the 
necessary  repairs.  Campbell  Davyt  y. 
Lhyd,  [1901]  2  Ch.  518. 

(a)  9  Edw.  4,  35. 

(b)  [Of.  NieholaeY,  Chamber  lain  ^  aboYe, 
p.  118 ;  and  see,  as  to  the  second  case, 
jPeter  v.  Daniel  (1848),  5  C.  B.  568.] 

(e)  (1669),  1  Saund.  321. 
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was  granted  to  him,  yet  by  the  grant  of  the  use  of  the  pump  the      Bight  of 
law  had  given  him  the  liberty  (to  enter  upon  the  land  and  repair     o^OT*to 
the  pump) ;  for,  when  the  use  of  a  thing  is  granted,  every  thing  is       ''^P^- 
granted  by  which  the  grantee  may  have  and  enjoy  such  use.    As,     Fomfret  t. 
if  a  man  gives  me  a  licence  to  lay  pipes  of  lead  in  his  land  to  ' 

convey  water  to  my  cistern,  I  may  afterwards  enter  and  dig  the 
land  to  mend  the  pipes,  though  the  soil  belongs  to  another  and  not 
to  me  "  (d).  In  this  case  the  action  (which  was  in  covenant)  was 
brought  by  the  grantee  of  the  easement  for  a  breach  of  the  implied 
covenant  to  repair  on  the  part  of  the  grantor.  The  Court  of  K.  B. 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  which  was  afterwards  reversed  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  upon  the  grounds  above  given. 

[In  jR.  H.  Buckley  8f  Sons,  Ltd.  v.  N.  Buckley  8f  Sons  (e),  it  was  Buckley,  Ltd, 
sought  to  extend  the  principle  laid  down  by  Pom/ret  v.  Ricroft  so  ^-  ^»ckiey, 
as  to  free  the  party  under  liability  to  repair  from  the  consequences 
of  a  breach  of  such  liability  on  the  ground  that  the  party  injured 
by  such  breach  had  himself  the  right,  under  the  doctrine  of 
Pom/ret  v.  Ricrofty  to  execute  the  necessary  repairs.  In  that  case 
the  owner  of  land  on  the  bank  of  a  river,  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  water  from  the  river  to  a  mill  which  he  had  erected  (called 
Carr  Hill  Mill),  made  a  watercourse  with  a  shuttle  at  the  head  of 
it  to  control  the  flow  of  water  from  the  river  into  the  watercourse. 
He  afterwards  conveyed  away  part  of  his  adjoining  land  through 
which  the  watercourse  ran,  reserving  the  right  to  enter  upon  the 
land  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  watercourse.  The  owners 
of  this  land,  predecessors  in  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  subsequently 
erected  upon  it  a  mill  (called  Wood  End  Mill),  and  a  successor  in 
title  of  the  person  who  had  made  the  watercourse,  who  then  owned 
it  and  Carr  Hill  Mill,  granted  to  the  then  owner  of  Wood  End 
Mill  by  deed,  in  1874,  certain  rights  in  respect  of  the  watercourse, 
the  water  in  which  had  for  some  years  previously  been  used  by  the 
owner  of  Wood  End  Mill  for  the  purposes  of  his  mill,  and  at  the 
same  time  both  parties  mutually  covenanted  not  to  do  anything 
whereby  the  free  running  of  water  through  the  watercourse  might 
be  obstructed.  The  shuttle  at  the  head  of  the  watercourse  having 
been  allowed  to  get  out  of  repair,  flood  waters  rushing  into 
the  watercourse  overflowed  its  bank  where  it  passed  through  the 
plaintiffs'  land,  and  did  the  damage  complained  of  to  goods  stored 
thereon. 


{d)  This  is  cited  as  olear  law  by  Lord  Coke  in  Liford^s  Case  (1738),  11  Rep.  42  a. 
{e)  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  608. 
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[It  was  held  that,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to 
repair  the  shuttle  themselves,  by  reason  of  the  right  to  use  the 
water  acquired  by  them  either  by  the  grant  of  1874  or  by  pre- 
scription, the  defendants,  as  owners  of  the  watercourse  and  shuttle, 
were  bound  to  repair  the  shuttle,  so  as  to  prevent  it  getting  into 
a  dangerous  state,  and  were  therefore  liable  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  following  passage  occurs  in  the  judgment  of  Yaughan 
Williams,  L.  J. :  "  It  is  suggested,  however,  that,  the  plaintifEs 
having  acquired  a  right  to  the  flow  of  water  in  the  goit,  the 
doctrine  of  Pomfret  v.  Rkroft  applies,  and  the  before-mentioned 
obligation  of  the  owners  of  the  defendants'  land  towards  the 
owners  of  the  plaintiffs'  land  has  therefore  ceased.  It  may  be 
taken  that  the  decision  in  that  case  establishes  that  the  owner  of 
the  servient  tenement  is  under  no  obligation  to  the  owner  of  the 
dominant  tenement  to  execute  such  repairs  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  and  that  the  owner  of  the 
dominant  tenement  cannot  sue  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement 
for  not  doing  such  repairs.  But  I  do  not  see  how  that  doctrine  in 
any  way  gets  rid  of  the  obligation,  which  was  imposed  on  the 
owners  of  the  land  on  which  this  artificial  watercourse  had  been 
constructed  long  before  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  use  the  water  came 
into  existence,  to  keep  the  goit  in  repair  so  that  the  water  should 
not  break  out  and  injure  the  lands  of  adjoining  proprietors, 
including  those  of  the  plaintiffs.  I  do  not  think  that  the  plaintiffs' 
predecessor  in  title,  by  taking  the  right  given  him  by  the  deed  of 
1874,  and  the  consequential  right  of  executing  such  repairs  as 
might  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  get  the  benefit  of  that  right, 
did  away  with  the  obligation  imposed  on  the  owner  of  the 
defendants'  land  to  keep  the  shuttle  in  repair." 

In  Hoare  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  (/),  a  publican  whose 
sign-post  had  stood  for  forty  years  upon  a  common  adjoining  his 
public-house,  was  held  entitled  to  replace  it  when  it  was  blown  down. 

In  Ooodhart  v.  Hyett  (g),  the  plaintiff,  being  entitled  to  a  supply 
of  water  through  some  pipes  laid  in  the  defendant's  land,  obtained 
an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant  from  building  over  the 
pipes,  on  the  groimd  that  the  building  would  interfere  with  the 
plaintiff's  access  to  the  pipes  for  purposes  of  repair.] 

As,  then,  at  common  law  the  obligation  to  repair  falls  on  the 
owner  of  the  dominant  tenement — and  it  must  be  his  own  fault  if 
the  way  be  impassable — he  can  have  no  right  to  leave  the  ordinary 


(/)  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  29G. 


(//)  (1883),  L.  R.  26  Ch.  D.  182. 


m 
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track  on  account  of  its  want  of  repair,  for  which  the  owner  of  the  ^*^*^^  ^^ 
land  is  not  answerable  (h) ;  though  it  may  be  otherwise  in  the  case    fbandrouB. 
of  public  highways  (i). 

There  is  no  authority  expressly  deciding  this  point,  where  the 
obligation  is  imposed  by  prescription,  or  otherwise,  on  the  servient 
tenement. 

It  is  thus  stated  in  Comyns'  Digest  (k) — 

"  If  a  man  be  bound  by  prescription  to  the  repair  of  a  way,  he  Private  way. 
need  not  keep  it  in  better  repair  than  it  always  was.     But  if  it  be 
impassable,  a  passenger  may  break  the  fence,  and  go  extr^  viam 
as  much  as  is  necessary  to  avoid  the  bad  way." 

Upon  reference,  however,  to  the  original  authority  (/),  it 
clearly  appears  that  the  grantor  of  the  way  was  bound  to  keep  it 
in  repair. 

The  misapprehension  of  the  authority  cited  in  Comyns' 
Digest  {m)  appears  to  have  originated  in  the  mistake  of  Black- 
stone,  who  lays  it  down,  that  in  public,  as  well  as  in  private  ways, 
a  man  who  had  the  right  of  way  might,  if  it  were  out  of  repair, 
go  over  the  adjoining  land  (n). 

The  oases  cited  by  Blackstone  in  support  of  this  position,  appear 
to  be  those  of  public  ways  only. 

This  distinction  is  alsd  recognized  by  the  civil  law :  if  the  public 
highway  was  impassable,  a  traveller  might  pass  along  the  land 
adjoining ;  but  no  such  right  appears  to  have  existed  in  respect  of 
private  ways  (o). 

There  is,  of  course,  a  right  to  deviate  if  the  grantor  obstructs 
the  way,  and  this  right  is  binding  upon,  and  will  be  enforced  by 
injunction  against,  a  purchaser  from  the  grantor  with  notice  (j^). 


(A)  Tat/lor  v.  IVhitehead  (1781),  2 
Dong.  746 ;  Bullard  v.  Harruon  (1815), 
4  M.  &  Sel.  387,  overroling  2  Black- 
Btone'fl  Com.  36 ;  16  R.  R.  493,  Preface 
VI. ;  [1  Wms.  Saund.  322  c ;  1  Notes 
to  Saund.  565]. 

(i)  [But  see  Anioldy.  Holbrook  (1873), 
L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  96.] 

{k)  [Com.  Dig.  Chimin,  D.  6.] 

(I)  Cited  in  ITenn't  Case  (1633),  Sir 
W.  Jones,  296.  [So  that  hid  failure  to 
repair  would  be  like  an  actual  obstruc- 
tion by  him;  RobertsonY.  Gantlett  (1847), 
16  M.  &  W.  289 ;  Selby  v.  Nettlefold 
(1873),  L.R.  9Ch.  HI.] 

{m)  See  Bullard  v.  Harrison  (1815), 
4  M.  &  Sel.  390 ;  16  R.  R.  493,  Pre- 
face VI. 

(w)  2  Comm.  36. 


(o)  Cum  via  publica  vel  fluminis  im- 
petu  yel  ruinit  amissa  est,  Ticinus  proxi- 
mus  viam  prtestare  debet. — Dig.  8,  6, 
14,  §  1,  quemad.  serv.  amit. 

Si  locus,  per  quern  via,  aut  iter,  aut 
actus  debebatur,  impetu  fluminis  ocou- 
patus  esiset,  et  intra  tempus,  quod,  ad 
amittendam  servitutem  sufiicit,  allu- 
vione  factd,  restitutus  est,  servitus  quo- 
que  in  pristinum  statum  restituitur. 
Quod  si  id  tempus  praeterierit,  ut  ser- 
vitus amittatur,  renovare  eam  cog^dus 
est.  —Ibid. 

Per  agrum  quidem  alienum,  qui  ser- 
vitutem non  debet,  ire  vel  agere  vicino 
minimi  licet;  uti  autem  vid  public^ 
nemo  recte  prohibetur. — Cod.  3,  34,  11, 
de  serv.  ot  aqua 

(p)  [Selby  \.  Nettlefold  (1873),  L.R.  9 
Ch.  111.] 
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It  has  been  already  seen,  that  certain  easements  are  implied 
by  law  as  incident  to  a  grant,  since  without  them  the  thing 
granted  could  not  be  fully  enjoyed  {a) ;  in  the  same  manner  the 
express  or  implied  grant  of  an  easement  is  accompanied  by 
certain  secondary  easements  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
principal  one. 

Bracton  speaks  of  easements  in  general  as  appurtenances  of 
"  tenements,"  and  of  these  secondary  easements  as  appurtenances 
of  the  former : — "  Omnia  jura  prsenotata  et  omnes  servitutes 
sunt  de  peiiinentiis  tenementorum,  et  pertinent  a  tenemento  ad 
tenementa ;  et  habent  hujusmodi  pertinentia)  suas  pertinentias, 
sicut  ad  jus  pascendi  et  ad  pasturam  pertinet  via  et  liber  ingrea- 
sus  et  egressus.  Et  eodem  modo  ad  jus  fodiendi,  falcandi,  et 
secandi,  hauriendi,  potandi,  piscandi,  venandi,  et  hujusmodi,  liber 
accessus  et  recessus,  scilicet  via,  iter,  et  actus,  ratione  diversorum 
usuum  ut  supra.  Item  ad  jus  aqu8B  ducendse  pertinet  purgatio. 
Item  ad  iter,  secundum  quod  est  de  pertinentiis  pertinentiarum, 
vel  de  pertinentiis  per  se,  ut  si  via  per  se  ooncedatur  sine  ali& 
servitute,  pertinet  refeotio,  sicut  ad  aquBB  ductum  pertinet 
purgatio  "  (6). 

This,  like  the  general  case  of  implied  easements,  is  compre- 
hended under  the  maxim,  ''  Lex  est  cuicunque  aliquis  quid  con- 
cedit,  concedere  videtur  et  id  sine  quo  res  esse  non  potuit "  (c). 

Thus,  too,  in  the  civil  law,  the  right  to  a  servitude  drew  with 
it  a  right  to  such  secondary  servitudes  as  were  essential  for  its 
enjoyment  (c?). 

In  doing  the  works  which  are  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of 


(a)  See  ante,  **  Easements  of  Nc- 
cessdty." 

lb)  Bracton,  lib.  4,  f.  232  a. 

(c)  Liford's  Case  (1738),  11  Kep.  52  a. 
See  above,  p.  488. 

(iQ  Qui  habet  haustum,  iter^quoque 
habere  videtur  ad  bauriendum  et  (ut  ai  • 


Neratius,  lib.  3,  metniraiutrum)  sive  ei 
jus  hauriendi,  et  adeundi  ceesum  sit, 
utnimque  habebit :  sive  tantum  hau- 
riendi, inesse  et  aditum,  sive  tantum 
adeundi  ad  fontem,  inesse  et  haustum. 
Heec  de  haustu  et  fonte  privato. — Dig. 
,  3,  3,  §  3,  de  serv.  prod.  rust. 
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the  easement,  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  may  do  every-     Extent  of 
thing  that  is  required  for  the  full  and  free  exercise  of  his  right.       owner's  right. 

Thus,  .it  has  been  held,  that  the  grant  of  a  right  of  way,  with  smkouae  v. 
liberty  to  make  and  lay  causeways,  and  to  use  and  enjoy  the  same,  Christian. 
with  wains,  carts,  waggons,  and  other  carriages,  and  to  carry  coals, 
authorized  the  grantee  to  lay  a  framed  waggon-way  (e).  "  The 
question  is,''  said  Ashurst,  J.,  in  his  judgment  in  that  case, 
"  whether,  under  this  general  grant  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
coals  among  other  things,  he  has  a  right  to  make  anf/  such  tcay  as 
is  necessary  for  the  carrying  of  that  commodity.  There  are  no 
great  collieries  in  the  northern  part  of  the  kingdom  where  they 
have  not  those  framed  waggon- ways.  And  the  case  itself  expressly 
states,  that  the  defendant  cannot  so  commodiously  enjoy  this  way 
in  any  other  manner.  Therefore,  under  the  original  grant,  he  has 
a  right  to  make  a  framed  waggon-way  along  the  slip  of  land  in 
question,  which  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  his  coals, 
it  being  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  making 
the  grant"  (/). 

Thus,  too,  in  Oerrardy.  Cooke  {g)y  where  the  grant  was  made  Gerrardv. 
of  a  piece  of  land,  as  a  foot  or  causeway,  with  "  all  other  liberties,  ^*^^^'' 
powers,  and  authorities  incident  or  appurtenant,  needful  or  neces- 
sary, to  the  use,  occupation,  or  enjoyment  of  the  said  road,  way, 
or  passage,"  it  was  held,  that  the  grantee  had  a  right  to  put  a 
piece  of  flag-stone  upon  a  part  of  the  land  in  front  of  a  door 
opened  by  him  from  his  house,  it  being  proved  that  it  was  usual 
to  put  down  such  flag-stones  before  doorways,  and  that  the 
doorway  in  question  could  not  have  been  so  conveniently  used 
without  it  (A). 

[In  Finlimon  v.  Forter  {{),  the  grantee  of  an  easement  of  a  FinHnaonr, 
drain,  with  a  right  to  enter  and  repair  it,  was  held  entitled  to  '^^''^'^ 
deepen  it  in  order  to  adapt  it  to  the  sewer  as  altered  by  the  local 
authority. 


{e)  Senhouse  v.  Christian  (1787),  1 
T.  R.  660.  [Cf .  Bishop  v.  North  (1843), 
12  L.  J.  N.  8.  Exch.  362.] 

(/)  In  an  early  case,  6  £dw.  4,  it  was 
held,  that  a  man  was  not  justified  to 
enter  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  unless 
the  way  was  altogether  impassable ;  it 
was  not  sufBoient  that  it  could  not  be 
used  so  conveniently  as  before ;  and  on 
the  inconvenience  to  the  party  entitled 
to  the  way  being  urged,  and  that  he 
would  be  without  remedy,  Suit,  J.,  said, 
**If  he  went  that  way  before  in  his 


shoes,  let  him  now  pluck  on  his  boots.'* 
—Cited  2  Doug.  747,  4th  ed.  This, 
however,  is  clearly  not  law. 

(^)  (1806),  2  Bos.  &  Pul.  N.  R.  109. 

(A)  Buncombe  v.  Randall  (1628),  Het- 
ley,  32  or  34  ;  Brown  v.  Best  (1747), 
1  Wilson,  174;  Weld  v.  Ilomhy  (1806), 
7  East,  195 ;  8  R.  R.  608 ;  Hodgson  v. 
Field  (1806),  7  East,  613  ;  8  R.  R.  701. 

(i)  (1876),  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  188.  Dist. 
Tayhry,  Corporation  of  St.  Helen's  (1877), 
L.  R.  6  Gh.  Div.  264. 
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Oiyil  law. 


Extent  of         jTcc  jf  yQ^  grant  to  me  over  a  field  a  right  of  carriage-way  to  my 
owner's  right,  house,  I  may  enter  upon  your  field  and  make  over  it  a  carriage-way 
BuflScient  to  support  the  ordinary  traffic  of  a  carriage-way"  {k). 

In  Knox  v.  Sansom  (^),  it  was  held  upon  the  evidence  that  a 
right  of  way  for  carriages  and  carts  included  the  right  of  turning.] 

According  to  Band  v.  Kingacote  (w),  the  grantee  of  a  mine  is 
entitled  to  a  wayleave  "reasonably  sufficient"  to  enable  the 
grantee  to  get  the  coals. 

By  the  civil  law  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  had  a 
right  to  do  whatever  was  requisite  to  secure  to  himself  the  fullest 
enjoyment  of  his  servitude,  so  long  as  he  did  not  impose  any 
additional  burthen  upon  the  servient  heritage  (n).  And  this  right 
extended  to  the  justification  of  any  trespass  committed  by  him 
and  his  workmen  on  any  part  of  the  servient  heritage  (loca  quse 
non  servient),  in  the  execution  of  such  works  as  were  necessary 
for  the  enjoyment  of  the  servitude  (o).  And  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement  was  prevented  from  doing  on  the  land,  not  only 
anything  immediately  injurious  to  the  easement,  but  anything 
which,  by  obstructing  the  incidental  right  of  repair,  would  indi- 
rectly be  productive  of  the  same  consequence:  in  addition  to 
which,  in  the  case  of  a  watercourse,  the  servient  tenement  was 
expressly  subjected  to  the  obligation  of  leaving  a  passage  for  the 
nearest  access  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  and  his 
workmen,  and  also  a  sufficient  space  on  each  side  of  the  stream  for 
depositing  the  necessary  materials  {p). 

So,  too,  if  the  easement  were  a  right  of  way,  which  could  not 


[k)  Per  Jessel,  M.  B.,  in  Newcomen 
V.  CouUon  (1877),  L.  R.  6  Oh.  Div.  at 
p.  143.  Of.  Abson  ▼.  Fenton  (1823),  1 
B.  &  C.  196. 

(J)  (1877),  26  W.  R.  864. 

(m)  (1840),  6  M.  &  W,  198 ;  65  R.  R. 
660.  C5f.  Batten  Foolly.  Kennedy y  [1907] 
1  Ch.  266. 

(»)  Qmntns  3f  ucius  scribit,  cnm  iter 
aquee  vel  quotidianee,  vel  sestiveB,  vel  qtisB 
interyalla  longiora  habeat,  per  alienum 
fandiim  erit,  (licere)  fistulam  Buam  vel 
iictilem,  yel  cujuslibet  g-eDeris  in  rivo 
ponere,  quse  aquam  latiCis  exprimeret ; 
et  quod  vellet  in  rivo  faoere  licere,  dum 
ne  domino  preedii  aquagiam  deterius 
faceret. — Big.  8,  3,  16,  de  serv.  preed. 
rust. 

(o)  Sed  et  depx6S8unim  vel  adlevatn- 
rom  rivnm,  per  quern  aquam  jure  duel 
potestatem  babes ;  nisi  si,  ne  id  faoeres, 


cautum  sit. — Dig.  8,  4,  11,  oom.  pned. 

{p)  Refectionis  gratid,  aocedendi  ad 
ea  loca,  quse  non  eerviant,  facultas  tri- 
buta  est  his,  quibus  servitus  debetur: 
qua  tamen  accedere  eis  sit  neoesse: 
nifii  in  oessione  servitutis  nominatim 
prsefinitum  sit,  qud  accederetur ;  et  ideo 
nee  secundum  rivum.  nee  supra  eum,  si 
forte  sub  terr&  aqua  ducatur,  locum  reli- 
giosum  dominus  soli  facere  potest,  ne 
servitus  intereat ;  et  id  verum  eeib. — 
Ibid. 

Si  prope  tuum  fundum  jus  est  mihi 
aquam  rivo  ducere,  tacita  h»o  jure  se- 
quuntur — ut  reficere  mihi  rivum  lioeat : 
ut  adire,  qua  proximo  possem  ad  refi- 
ciendum  eum  ego,  f  abrique  mei :  item,  ut 
spatium  relinquat  mihi  dominus  fundi, 
quo,  dextrsl  et  sinistrft,  ad  rivum  adeam, 
et  quo  terram,  limum,  lapidem,  arenam, 
calcem  jacere  poasim. — Ibidem,  §  1 . 
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be  enjoyed  without  the  oonfltruction  of  works  (opere  facto),  the  Extent  of 
grant  oarried  with  it  a  right  to  dig  and  lay  materials  upon  the  owner's  right, 
soil  (q) ;  or  if  the  position  of  the  servient  land  were  higher  than 
the  house  to  which  the  right  was  granted,  and  no  level  passage 
existed  across  the  land,  to  cut  steps  or  slopes  in  the  soil  for  the 
more  convenient  use  of  the  easement,  provided  no  greater  injury 
were  committed  than  was  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  right 
of  way  (r). 

But  in  doing  these  works  for  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement,  the  No  imneces- 
owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  must  not  do  anything  to  alter  the  to  be  done  to 
accustomed  mode  of  enjoyment  in  such  a  manner  as  to  impose  a  ^^^^ 

J  */        ^  r  tenement. 

greater  burthen  upon  the  servient  tenement. 

*'I  agree  vrith  the  proposition,"  said  Kooke,  J.,  in  the  case  of 
Oerrard  v.  CookCy  "that  the  grantee  may  use  the  way  in  the 
manner  which  is  most  convenient  to  himself,  if  he  does  not 
thereby  produce  inconvenience  to  the  grantor ; "  a  position  with 
which  Ghambre,  J.,  agreed,  observing,  "  if  any  injury  had  been 
sustained  by  the  grantor,  it  might  make  a  difEerence." 

"  Eeficere  autem  est,"  says  Bracton,  "  id  quod  corruptum  est  in  Braoton. 
pristinum  statum  reformare.  Ei  vero  permittitur  reficere  et  pur- 
gare  rivum  qui  jus  habet  servitutis,  et  qui  aquse  ducendfie  caus& 
id  fecit.  In  pristinum  statum  dico,  quia  si  quis  rivum  deprimit  vel 
attollit,  dilatat  vel  extendit,  operit  apertum  vel  qu&  per  exoessum 
delinqidt"  («). 

"Sed  non  potest  quis  sub  specie  refectionis  deterius  aliquid 
facere,  nee  altius  nee  latius  nee  humilius  nee  longius  aliquid 
facere"  {t). 

So  also  by  the  civil  law,  a  party  entitled  to  a  right  of  way  could  cwa  law. 
not  compel  the  owner  of  the  land  to  allow  him  to  repair  it  with 
stones  (silice),  unless  there  was  an  express  stipulation  to  that  effect. 
"  Sed  de  refeotione  vise  et  interdicto  uti  possumus,  quod  de  itinere 
actuque  reficiendo  competit;  non  tamen,  si  silice  quis  stemere  velit : 
nisi  nominatim  id  convenit"  (?/). 


{q)  Si  iter  legatum  sit,  qua,  nisi  operc  januam  meam  jnre  facere  possum  ;  dam 

factO|  in  non    possit,   licere   fodiendo,  se  quid  ultra,  quam  quod  neoesse  est, 

Bubstmendo,  iter  faoere,  Froculus  ait. —  itineris  caupfi  demoliar. — Big.  8,  2,  20, 

Dig-.  8,  1,  10,  de  serv.  §  1|  de  serv.  pned.  urb. 

(r)  Si  domo  mea  altior  area  tua  esset,  ^^^  j^.^  ^  ^  233,  a.     [Dist.  FifiUnHim 

tuque  mihi  per  aream  tuam  in  domum  ^  ^          ^^          ^^^j 

me<tm  ire  agere  oesasti,  nee  ex  piano  /     t  'i^       4»  o  q    iv 

aditus  ad  domum  meam  per  aream  tuam  v)  -'-•**'•  4,  n.  234  b. 

esset,  vel   gradua,  vel   clivos,  propios  (u)  Dig.  8,  5,  4,  {  6,  si  serr.  vind. 
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No  nnneces- 

sary  damage 

to  be  done  to 

servient 

tenement. 


Dominant 
owner  bound 
to  repair 
damage  done. 


Bestoration  of 
servitude  to 
its  original 
condition. 


In  like  manner,  a  party  haying  the  right  of  receiving  water 
through  a  pipe  could  not  substitute  for  it  a  stone  conduit.  "  Recte 
placuit,  non  aUds  per  lapidem  aquam  duoi  posse,  nisi  hoc  in  servi- 
tute  constituend&  comprehensum  sit ;  non  enim  oonsuetudiais  est, 
ut  qui  aquam  habeat,  per  lapidem  statum  ducat :  ilia  autem,  quae 
fer^  in  consuetudine  esse  solent,  ut  per  fistulas  aqua  ducatar,  etiam 
si  nihil  sit  comprehensum  in  servitute  constituend&,  fieri  possunt ; 
ita  tamen,  ut  nullum  damnum  domino  fundi  ex  his  detur"  (jt). 
But  he  had  a  right  even  without  any  express  stipulation  to  repair 
it  in  the  ordinary  way,  provided  he  thereby  did  no  unnecessary 
harm  to  the  owner  of  the  land. 

In  entering  upon  the  neighbouring  soil  for  the  purpose  of  doing 
these  necessary  works,  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  was 
bound  not  only  to  exercise  ordinary  care  and  skill,  but  also  to 
repair,  as  far  as  he  could,  whatever  damage  his  labours  might  have 
caused  to  the  servient  tenement  (y).  This,  however,  must  not 
be  confounded  with  damage  to  the  servient  tenement  naturally 
arising  from  the  easement  itself,  as  where  a  stream  of  water  over- 
flowed its  banks  in  consequence  of  rain  or  the  rising  of  a  new 
spring  in  it  (s). 

As,  however,  these  ancillary  servitudes  were  only  conferred  for 
the  full  enjoyment  of  the  primary  servitude,  they  ceased  upon  its 
extinction  {a). 

As  a  general  rule,  the  right  of  repair  extended  no  farther  than 
to  restore  the  servitude  to  its  original  condition  (ad  pristinam  f  or- 
mam  (6)) ;  though  such  restored  servitude  needed  not  to  be  speci- 
fically in  the  same  state ;  thus  a  bridge  might  be  built,  if  the  way 
were  otherwise  impassable  (c). 


{x)  Dig.  39,  3,  17,  {  1,  De  aqoft  et  aq. 
pi.  arc. 

{y)  Si  fistulse  per  quas  aquam  ducas, 
sdibos  meis  applicatae,  danmum  mihi 
dent,  in  factum  actio  mihi  competit ; 
sed  et  damni  infecti  stipulari  k  te  potero. 
— Dig.  3,  2,  18,  de  serv.  prted.  urb. 

{z)  Servitus  natnraliter,  non  manu- 
f acto,  Iffidere  potest  f  undum  servientem ; 
quemadmodum  si  imbri  oresoat  aqua  in 
rivo,  aut  ex  agris  in  eum  oonfluat,  aut 
aqu8B  fons  secundum  rivum,  vel  in  eo 
ipso  inventus  pouted  fuerit. — Dig.  8,  3, 
20,  6  1,  de  serv.  prsed.  rust. 

(a)  Xlabeo  ait :  si  is,  qui  haustum 
habet,  per  tempus,  quo  servitus  amittitur, 
ierit  ad  fontem,  neo  aquam  hauserit,  iter 


quoque  eum  amississe. — Dig.  8,  6,  17, 
quemad.  serv.  amit. 

{b)  Reficere  sic  accipimus,  ad  pristi- 
nam formam  iter  et  actum  reducere ; 
hoc  ept,  ne  quis  dilatet,  aut  producat, 
aut  deprimat,  aut  exaggeret — et  aliud 
est  enim  reficere,  longe  aliud  facere. — 
Dig.  43,  19,  3  §  15,  de  iUnere. 

(r)  Apud  Labeonem  quieritur — si 
pontem  quis  novum  velit  facere  vie 
muniendsB  causd :  an  ei  permittatnr  P  et 
ait  permittendum,  quasi  pars  sit  refeo- 
tionis  hujusmodi  munitio.  Et  ego  puto 
yeram  ijiabeoms  sententiam,  si  modo 
sine  hoc  commeari  non  possit. — Ibid. 
§16. 
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It  might  be  provided  by  express  stipulation,  that  the  owner  of  Rights  of 
the  dominant  tenement  should  not  have  any  right  to  repair,  or  owner  may  be 
only  to  a  certain  extent  {d) .  *^^  ^^ 

[The    incidents    or    secondary    easements    discussed    in    this  stipnlatioii. 
chapter  form,  in  most  cases,  one  entire  right  with  the  principal 
easement  (e).'] 


{d)  Fieri  autem  potest,  ut  qni   jus  ad  certain  modum  reficiendi  jus  sit. — 

eundi  habeat  et  agendi,  reficiendi  jas  Ibid.  {  14. 

non  habeat;  quia  in  servitate  consti-  («)  JPstw  v.  Daniel  (1848)|  5  C.    B. 

tuend^  cautum  sit,  ne  ei  reficiendi  jus  668 ;  Beeston  y.  WeaU  (1856),  5  El.  &  Bl. 

sit;  ant  sic,  nt  si  yelit  refioere,  nsque  986. 


o.  3-2 
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CHAPTER  III. 


EXTENT  AND   MOUE   OF   ENJOYMENT. 


Dominant 
owner  not  to 
extend  his 
enjoyment. 


As  every  easement  is  a  restriction  upon  the  rights  of  property 
of  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  no  alteration  can  be  made 
in  the  mode  of  enjoyment  by  the  owner  of  the  dominant  heritage, 
the  effect  of  which  will  be  to  increase  such  restriction  (a).  Suppos- 
ing no  express  grant  to  exist  (6),  the  right  must  be  limited  by  the 
amount  of  enjoyment  proved  to  have  been  had  (c). 

Thus,  it  is  laid  down  in  RoUe's  Abridgment-^— if  A.  be  seised  in 
fee,  and  grant  to  B.  a  right  of  way  to  a  certain  close,  B.  cannot 
use  that  way  to  go  to  other  closes  without  first  going  to  the  close 
specified  in  the  grant  (d).  But  it  was  said  that  if  a  defendant 
justifies  under  a  right  of  way  from  D.  to  Blackacre,  if  the  plaintiff 
replied  that  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  the  defendant  went  with 
his  carriages  from  D.  to  Blackacre,  and  thence  to  a  mill,  the 
replication  would  not  support  the  action,  for  when  he  was  in 
Blackacre  he  might  go  where  he  pleased  (e).  But  it  seems,  that 
if  a  man  have  a  way  for  carriages  from  D.  to  Blackacre  over  my 
close,  and  afterwards  he  purchase  land  adjoining  to  Blackacre,  he 
cannot  use  the  aforesaid  way  with  carriages  to  the  land  adjoining, 
though  he  go  first  to  Blackacre  and  from  thence  to  the  land 
adjoining,  for  this  might  be  greatly  prejudicial  to  my  close ;  but 
it  seems  that  if  I  wish  to  help  myself  I  ought  to  show  this  special 
matter,  and  that  he  uses  it  for  the  land  adjoining  (/). 


(a)  [See,  as  to  ligbt,  Ankerson  v.  Co«- 

r,  [1!      ■       "'  '        ~       " 

678.] 


nelly,  [1906]  2  Oh.  644 ;  [1907]  1  Ch. 


{ft)  [In  the  case  of  express  grants, 
the  easement  maj  be  such  as  altogether 
to  exclude  the  owner  of  the  seryient 
tenement  from  participation,  as  where 
the  exclusive  use  of  a  drain  is  granted  ; 
see  Lee  v.  Stevenson  (I858J,  El.  Bl.  &  El. 
612;  Goodhart  v.  HyeU  (1883),  L.  R. 
25  Ch.  D.  182,  190;  Jirilly  v.  Booth 
(1890),  44  Oh.  Diy.  12.  And  see  Modes 
V.  Bullard  (1806),  7  East,  116,  for  an 
instance  of  a  right  in  the  nature  of  an 
easement  determinable  on  the  removal 


of  the  subject-matter.  With  regard  to 
express  grants  of  ways,  see  abore, 
p.  367  et  seq.  Cf.  also,  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  express  g^rant,  Van  Diemenn  Land 
Co.  V.  Marine  Board  of  Table  Cape,  [1906] 
A.  C.  92.] 

(<?)  [See  per  Kekewich,  J.,  Milnen  Safe 
Co,,  Ltd.  V.  Great  Northern  and  City 
Railtcoy,  [1907]  1  Ch.  208,  at  p.  220.]. 

(d)  Chemin  private,  A.  (Comment 
poet  estre  use),  pi.  1,  Hodder  v.  Holmatt. 

{e)  Ibidem,  pi.  2,  Saunders  v.  Mose, 
Vide  Stott  v.  Stott  (1812),  16  East,  34;i ; 
14  R.  R.  354. 

(/)  Chemin  private,  pi.  3,  S.  C. 
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In  the  later  case  of  Lawton  v.  Ward  {g)y  the  defendant  justified 
under  a  right  of  way  for  carts  and  carriages  to  a  close  called  C. 
The  plaintiff  replied  that  the  defendant  drove  the  carts  to  C,  and 
also  further  to  D.  The  plaintiff  upon  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder 
had  judgment ;  and  it  was  resolved,  '^  that  the  defendant  had  not 
pursued  his  prescription,  for  the  prescription  is  to  go  to  0  j  that 
when  he  goes  to  C,  and  farther  to  D.,  he  has  not  authority  to  do 
it."  And  Powell,  J.,  jun.^  said,  "That  the  difference  is,  where 
he  goes  farther,  to  a  miU  or  a  bridge,  there  it  may  be  good ;  for 
by  the  same  reason,  if  the  defendant  purchases  1,000  closes,  he 
may  go  to  them  all,  which  would  be  very  prejudicial  to  the 
plaintiff."  And  for  authorities  they  relied  upon  1  Srolle,  Abr. 
391,  pi.  3 ;  1  Mod.  190  (A) ;  3  Keble,  348  (t). 

So,  in  Senhame  v.  Christian,  where  a  right  of  way  was  granted, 
with  liberty  to  make  causeways,  &o.,  it  was  held  that  no  right 
was  conferred  upon  the  party  to  make  a  transverse  way,  which 
would  have  imposed  an  additional  burthen  upon  the  servient 
tenement  (k), 

[In  Harris  v.  Flowei'  8f  Sons  (/)  the  point  was  neatly  raised.  Jam*  v. 
In  that  case  it  was  claimed  that  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  to  the  ^' 
defendants'  predecessor  in  title  did  not  authorize  the  use  of  the  way 
as  a  means  of  access  to  buildings  erected,  subsequently  to  the  date 
of  the  grant,  partly  on  the  land  to  which  the  right  of  way  was 
appurtenant,  and  partly  on  other  land,  the  buildings  on  the  other 
Is^dliaviiig  no  means  of  access  except  over  the  way  in  question. 
Swihfen  Eady,  J.,  before  whom  the  action  was  tried,  treated  the 
question  rather  as  one  of  construction,  and  as  being  governed  by 
the  decisions  in  United  Land  Co.  v.  Great  Eastern  Bail,  Co.  (m), 
Newcomen  v.  Coulson  (n),  and  Finch  v.  Great  Western  Bail.  Co.  (o)^ 
and  held,  following  those  decisions,  that,  the  user  by  the 
defendants  being  bona  fide  for  the  purpose  of  access  to  the  land  to 
which  the  right  of  way  was  appurtenant,  and  none  the  less  so 


(a)  (1697),  1  Lord  Raymond,  75;  S.C., 
1  Lutwjche,  111,  nom.  Laughton  y. 
Ward. 

(h)  [Howell  y.  King,  1686.] 

(i)  See  per  Parke,  B.,  in  Colchester  v. 
Jtoberts  (1839),  4  M.  &  W.  774,  aco.  ; 
and  see  Cowling  t.  Higginson  (1838),  4 
M.  &  W.  245 ;  J)and  y.  Kingscote  (1840), 
56  R.  R.  660;  6  M.  &  W.  174 ;  [Shdl 
V.  Qleniater  (1864),  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  81 ; 
WiUiafM  V.  Jamea  (1867),  L.  R.  2  C.  P. 
677  ;  Bidder  v.  North  Staffordshire  Rail. 
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Co.  (1878),  L.  K  4  Q.  B.  Div.  412 ; 
Finch  V.  Great  Western  Rail.  Co.  (1879), 
L.  R.  6  Exch.  D.  264 ;  Somerset  v.  Great 
Western  Rail.  Co.  (1882),  46  L.  T.  Rep. 
883.] 

[k)   (1787),  1  T.  R.  660;  1  R.  R.  300. 

(/)  (1^906),  90  L.  T.  669 ;  on  appeal, 
91  L..  T.  816. 

(m)   Above,  p.  360. 

(n)  Above,  p.  361. 

(o)  Above,  p.  363. 

(2) 
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enjoyment. 

Harris  v. 
Flower. 


Finch  ▼. 
G,  W,  Rail. 
Co. 


[because  a  portion  of  the  building  erected  on  that  land  extended 
beyond  its  boundary,  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  the  user  of 
the  right  of  way  claimed  by  them  and  the  action  failed. 

But  this  decision  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  on  the 
ground  that  the  user  claimed  by  the  defendants  was  in  exc^ 
of  the^  grant  and  would  increase  the  burden  on  the  servient 
tenement. 

In  Finch  v.  Oreat  Western  Rail.  Co.  (o),  by  virtue  of  an  award 
made  under  an  Inclosure  Act,  a  way  was  to  ^^  remain  a  private 
carriage  road  and  drift  way  for  the  use  of  the  respective  owners 
and  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  "  the  land  over  which  the  way 
passed  and  other  specified  premises.  Part  of  the  land  over  which 
the  way  passed,  which  had  been  pasture  land,  was  converted  by 
the  defendant  company  into  a  cattle  pen  for  storing  cattle  in 
transit,  and  the  user  of  the  way  was  thereby  much  increased.  It 
was,  however,  held  that  the  railway  company  were  justified  in 
the  new  user. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  new  user  in  effect  imposed  on  the 
servient  tenement  a  liability  in  respect  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
railway  company's  whole  railway  system,  and  not  merely  of 
the  land  over  which  the  way  passed,  which,  undergo  terms  of  the 
award  above  cited,  would  appear  to  have  been  expressly  made  the 
dominant  tenement.  This  difficulty  was  discussed  and  explained 
in  ManHs  v.  Flower  §•  Sons  ( p)  by  Bomer,  L.  J.,  in  whose  judg- 
ment the  following  passage  occurs :  "  As  to  Finch  v.  (xreat  Western 
Rail.  Co.y  that,  no  doubt,  is  a  case  of  considerable  di£Sculty — one 
which  is  upon  the  border  line.  I  gather  that  the  judges  in  that 
case  came  to  the  conclusion  that  what  the  railway  company  were 
doing  was  done  in  substance  for  the  due  enjoyment  of  the  dominant 
land.  They  were  using  the  dominant  land  for  the  purpose  of 
penning  cattle,  and  no  doubt  the  cattle  were  intended  ultimately 
to  be  sent  all  over  the  railway  system.  But  the  ground  of  the 
decision  was  that  the  railway  company  were  entitled  to  use  the 
dominant  land  for  the  purpose  of  a  cattle  pen  just  as  they  might 
have  erected  a  slaughter-house  upon  it.  To  my  mind  that  case 
only  turned  on  the  question  of  fact  whether  what  the  railway 
company  did  was  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  dominant  tenement  in 
accordance  with  the  right  of  way  granted." 


(o)  (1879),  L.  B.  5  Ex.  D.  254 ;  aboye,  p.  363. 
\p)  Aboye,  p.  499. 
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[The  question,  in  all  oases  one  of  construotion,  whether  the 
grant  is  for  a  limited  purpose  or  a  general  grant,  has  already  been 
discussed  (^).] 

If  a  man  increases  the  size  of  an  ancient  window  {q)y  it  is  dear  Alteration  of 
that  he  has  no  title  to  the  additional  quantity  of  light  thus  teMment. 
received  by  him  (r). 

[It  has  also  been  decided  that  the  dominant  tenement,  having 
ancient  windows  overlooking  the  servient  tenement,  may  not  be  so 
altered  as  to  make  the  unobstructed  access  of  light  to  the  ancient 
windows  more  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  dominant  tenement 
than  they  were  before  the  alteration,  so  as  to  render  actionable  an 
obstruction  which  would  not,  before  the  alteration,  have  been  an 
illegal  interference  with  the  right. 

Thus,  in  Ankerson  v.  Connelly  (^),  the  dominant  tenement  was  Ankertony. 
originally  so  lighted,  otherwise  than  by  means  of  certain  ancient  ^  ^' 
windows,  as  to  have  ample  light  without  the  light  coming  through 
those  windows,  and  an  obstruction  of  those  windows  would  not 
therefore  have  been  actionable  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  Colb  v. 
Some  and  Colonial  Stores y  Ltd,  {m)  ;  subsequently  an  alteration  was 
made  in  the  dominant  tenement,  whereby  practically  the  whole  of 
the  light  other  than  that  coming  through  the  ancient  windows  was 
excluded,  and  the  unobstructed  access  of  light  through  those 
windows  rendered  of  supreme  importance  to  the  dominant  tene- 
ment. It  was  held  that  an  increased  burden  was  sought  to  be 
imposed  on  the  servient  tenement,  and  that  the  proprietor  thereof 
was  entitled  to  obstruct  the  ancient  lights  in  the  same  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  as  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  do  before  the 
alteration  of  the  dominant  tenement.] 

How  far  such  alteration  operates  to  defeat  the  right  altogether 
will  be  hereafter  considered  (it). 

So,  too,  by  the  civil  law,  a  party  entitled  to  a  flow  of  water,  for  Civil  law. 
irrigation  or  other  purposes,  was  not  allowed  to  impart  the  use 
of  it  to  his  neighbours  {x)  ;  nor,  as  it  appears,  even  if  he  himself 


{p)  Above,  p.  357  ;  cf.,  as  to  a  reser- 
yation  of  the  free  nmoiDg  of  water  and 
Hoil,  Chadwiek  v.  Maraden  (1867),  L.  R. 
2  Exch.  285. 

{q)  [Cf.,  as  to  waterooorses,  Taylor  v. 
Corporation  of  St,  Helen's  (1877),  L.  R. 
6  Ch.  Div.  264 ;  Frechette  v.  Compagnie 
Manujaeturiire  de  St.  Hyacinthe  (1883), 
L.  R.  9  Ap.  Cas.  170.] 

(r)  [Bat  he  may  obtain  increase  of 
light  by  altering  his  mode  of  framing 


and  glazinfr;  Turner  y,  Spooner  (1861), 
1  Drew.  &  Sm.  467  ;  7  Jur.  N.  S.  1068 ; 
and  see  post.] 

(«)  [1904]  A.  C.  179 ;  above,  p.  324. 

(t)  [1906]  2  Ch.  644 ;  [1907]  1  Ch. 
678. 

(u)  Post,  Part  V.  Chap.  II.  Sect.  3. 

(x)  Ex  meo  aqo»  ductu,  Labeo  scribit, 
cuilibpt  posse  me  vicino  commodare ; 
Proculns  contrii,  ut  ne  in  meam  partem 
fondi  aliam.  qnam  ad  qnam  seryitua 
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Civil  law. 


puroheised  the  adjoining  lands  would  he  be  entitled  to  take  a 
larger  quantity  of  water  than  before  for  the  use  of  his  estate  (^) ; 
for  in  determining  the  amount  of  a  servitude,  regard  is  to  be  had 
to  the  accustomed  mode  of  enjoyment  rather  than  the  necessity 
of  the  dominajit  tenement.  A  party  having  acquired  the  ease- 
ment tigni  immittendi,  could  not  increase  the  number  of  beams 
which  his  neighbour  was  bound  to  support,  and  might  be  com- 
pelled to  remove  any  additional  ones  inserted  by  him  (s). 

The  pulling  down  of  a  house  for  the  purpose  of  repair  does  not, 
by  the  law  of  England,  even  when  construed  most  strictly,  cause 
the  loss  of  any  easement  attached  to  it,  if  it  be  accompanied  by 
an  intention,  acted  upon  within  a  reasonable  time,  of  rebuilding 
it  (a). 

By  the  civil  law,  the  mere  destruction  either  of  the  dominant 
or  servient  tenement  extinguished  a  servitude,  though  it  was  held 
to  revive  if  the  house  was  built  on  the  same  site  and  of  the  same 
dimensions  as  before  (6). 

A  mere  alteration  in  the  mode  of  enjoyment,  as  the  change  of 
a  mill  from  a  fulling  to  a  grist  mill,  or  the  like  (c),  whereby  no 
injury  is  caused  to  the  servient  heritage,  or  a  trifling  alteration  in 
the  course  of  a  watercourse  {d)y  does  not  destroy  the  right. 

By  the  civil  law,  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  might 
make  any  alteration  in  the  mode  of  enjoying  his  servitude,  pro- 
vided he  thereby  imposed  no  additional  burthen  on  the  servient 
heritage ;  he  might  make  the  condition  of  his  neighbour  better, 
but  not  worse  {e). 


adqniBita  fdt,  nti  ea  poflsit.  Fhxmli 
sententia  verior  est. — Dig.  8,  3,  24,  de 
Berv.  prsBd.  mat. 

(y)  l7on  modus  prsBdionmi,  sed  ser- 
Vitus  aquaB  dncendee  terminum  facit. — 
Cod.  3,  ZAy  12,  de  serv.  et  aqnft. 

(x)  Si,  cum  mens  proprius  esset  pa- 
ries, passiis  sim  (te)  immittere  tig^a, 
qufB  antea  habueris,  si  nova  veils  im- 
mittere, prohiberi  h.  me  potes  ;  imo  etiam 
agere  tecum  potero,  ut  ea  qua  nova  itnmi' 
teris,  toUat. — Dig.  8,  5,  14,  si  serv.  vind. 

(a)  LuttreVt  Case  (1738),  4  Rep.  86. 
[And  this  intention  wiU  be  presumed,  no 
evidence  of  the  intention  being  neces- 
sary. Smith  v.  JBastm-y  [1900]  2  Ch. 
138.  The  reaw>n  is  obvious,  viz.,  that 
it  is  incidental  to  all  houses  to  be  re- 
paired and  at  some  time  to  be  rebuilt, 
and  the  right  when  acquired  is  acquired 
for  the  tenement  with  such  incidents.  If 


this  were  not  so,  no  preeoriptive  right 
could  be  acquired  in  respect  of  a  mes- 
suage or  any  artificial  stencture.]  Bee 
also  Moore  v.  JSoirJOfi,  post, ' '  Extingoiah- 
ment  of  Easements." 

(b)  Si  sublatum  sit  aedifioinm  ex  quo 
stillicidium  cadit,  ut  eddem  specie  et 
qualitate  reponator,  utilitaa  exigit,  ut 
idem  intelligatur :  nam  alioquin,  si  quid 
strictiCis  interpretetur,  aliud  est,  quod 
sequent!  loco  ponitur;  et  ideo,  sublato 
eedifido,  usnsfructns  interit,  quamvia 
area  pars  est  sedifioii. — Dig.  8,  2,  20, 
§  2,  de  eerv.  prsed.  urb. 

{e)  LuttreVe  Caee  (1738),  4  Rep.  86; 
[Baxendale  v.  MeMurray  (1867\  L.  R. 
2  Ch.  790.] 

(rf)  Halty,  Swift  (1838),  6  Scott,  167  ; 
4  Bing.  N.  G.  381. 

{e)  Dig.  8,  2,  20,  }  6,  de  serv.  prcmL 
nrb.  post. 
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This,  however,  must  be  taken  with  some  qualification  when  Alteration  <rf 
applied  to  the  case  of  natural  easements.  The  owner  of  land  in  tenement, 
which  a  spring  took  its  rise,  or  upon  which  rain  fell,  was  allowed, 
for  the  necessary  purposes  of  cultivation,  a  reasonable  degree  of 
liberty  in  changing  the  course  of  the  water  running  to  his  neigh- 
bour's land,  though  he  might  thereby  make  the  servitude  more 
burdensome. 

"  It  seldom  happens,"  says  Pardessus  (/),  "  that  running  water,  Pardeesua. 
which  takes  its  rise  on  an  estate,  or  even  the  rain  water  which 
falls  upon  it,  is  absorbed  there  and  escapes  without  any  apparent 
issue.  Some  mode  of  discharge  is  then  necessary;  and  it  is  in 
the  obligation  to  sufEer  this  discharge  that,  by  the  Code  (g),  con- 
sists the  subjection  of  the  inferior  heritage  towards  those  whose 
lands  are  more  elevated,  to  receive  the  waters  which  flow  from 
them  naturally.  Even  if  this  discharge  should  be  prejudicial  to 
the  plantations  of  the  inferior  heritage,  or  should  prevent  its 
cultivation  by  bringing  down  upon  it  stones  and  sand,  no  action 
could  be  maintained  for  the  damage  so  done.  No  one  is  respon- 
sible for  the  effects  of  nature  (A).  The  case  even  cannot  be 
excepted,  where  for  more  than  thirty  years  (t),  whether  from  causes 
purely  natural,  such  as  the  scarcity  of  water,  whether  from  the 
sole  act  of  the  proprietor,  as,  for  example,  if  he  had  kept  the 
water,  or  in  any  other  manner  which  offered  a  large  service  for 
evaporation,  the  spring  should  have  had  no  issue  upon  the  inferior 
heritage.  As  such  rights  as  are  imposed  by  the  general  law,  and 
the  nature  of  things,  are  not  lost  by  mere  non-user,  whatever  time 
may  have  elapsed." 

*'  The  same  article  adds,  that '  this  obligation  applies  only  to 
the  waters  which  flow  naturally  without  any  act  of  man ' ;  those 
which  come  either  from  springs  or  from  rain  falling  directly  on 
the  heritage,  or  even  by  the  effect  of  the  natural  disposition  of 
the  places,  are  the  only  ones  to  which  this  expression  of  the  law 
can  be  applied.  He  who,  for  whatsoever  use  it  may  be,  shall 
employ  in  his  house,  or  on  his  heritage,  water  which  he  drew  from 
a  well,  reservoir,  &c.,  cannot  discharge  it  (faire  couler)  upon  the 
inferior  heritage  without  the  permission  of  the  proprietor.  A 
man  who  devotes  his  heritage  to  a  species  of  cultivation  requiring 


(/}  Traite  des  Senritudes,  §  82  (7th  aotionenon  oontinentar. — ^Dig.  39,  3,  1, 

ed.  113).  {  1,  de  aq.  et  aq.  pL  aro. 

(ff)  Code  Civil,  Art.  640.  U)  That  is  to  say,  the  period  of  pre- 

(A)  Quod  si  natmi  aqua  noceret  eS  scnption  hj  the  Frimch  law. 
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AUeration  of  frequent  irrigation,  ought  to  make  at  the  extremities  of  his  land 
tenement,  ditches  to  receive  the  surplus  water  which,  without  this  precaution, 
Pardessufl.  flight  percolate  to  his  neighbour's  land.  The  latter  might  with 
reason  contend  that  such  a  process  is  not  natural,  and  would  not 
have  taken  place  but  for  the  act  of  man  (A).  Conformably  to  this 
principle,  the  Code  (/)  does  not  permit  the  discharge  of  water  from 
a  roof  or  the  neighbouring  land,  even  though  it  might  happen 
that,  were  the  site  of  the  building  unoccupied  (vague),  the  rain 
which  fell  there  would  by  a  natural  servitude  flow  into  the  neigh- 
bouring land." 

'^  It  would  appear,  however,  to  be  a  false  application  of  these 
principles  to  consider  as  the  act  of  man  the  fall  of  water  from  a 
fountain  newly  opened,  even  though  the  opening  has  been  caused 
by  the  labour  of  the  proprietor  of  the  land.  If  any  contest  arose 
as  to  the  obligation  to  receive  the  water,  the  question  for  the 
tribunals  to  decide  would  be — upon  which  heritage  the  water  would 
most  naturally  fall." 

"  It  is  not,  however,  to  be  understood  that,  because  the  flow  of 
water  must  not  be  caused  by  the  act  of  man,  therefore  the 
proprietor  who  transmits  water  to  the  inferior  heritage  is  not 
permitted  to  do  anything  on  his  own  land ;  that  he  is  condemned 
to  abandon  it  to  a  perpetual  sterility,  or  never  vary  the  course  of 
cultivation,  simply  because  such  acts  would  produce  some  change 
in  the  manner  of  discharging  the  water.  The  law  could  not  have 
had  this  intention ;  it  prohibits  only  the  emission  into  the  inferior 
heritage  of  the  waters  which  would  never  have  fallen  there  by  the 
disposition  of  the  places  alone.  It  neither  would  nor  could  refuse 
to  the  superior  proprietor  the  right  to  aid  and  direct  the  natural 
flow"(w). 


(k)  Idemqne  ait,  et  ex  superiore  in 
inferiora  non  aquam,  non  quid  aliad 
immitti  licet ;  in  suo  enim  alii  hactentis 
faoere  licet,  quatends  nihil  in  aiienum 
inmiittat. — Big.  8,  5,  8,  §  6,  si  eerv. 
vind. 

(/)  Art.  681. 

(m)  Hsec  autem  actio  locum  habet  in 
danino  nondnm  facto,  opere  tamen  jam 
facto;  hoc  est,  de  eo  opere,  ex  quo 
damnum  tunetur ;  totiensque  locum 
habet,  quotiens  manu  facto  opere  agro 
aqua  nocitura  est ;  id  est,  cilm  quhi 
manu  fecerit,  quo  aliter  flueret,  quam 
naturU  ttoleret ;  hi  forte  immitteudo  earn 
aut  majoren^  feoerit,  aut  citatiorem,  aut 


Tehementiorem ;  aut  si  oomprimeDdo 
redundare  tfPecit ;  quod  si  natnr&  aqua 
nooeret,  ea  actione  non  continentur. — 
Di«r.  39,  3,  1,  {  1,  de  aq.  et  aq.  nl.  arc. 

De  eo  opere,  quod  agri  oolendi  oau8& 
aratro  factum  sit,  Quintus  Huoius  ait, 
non  competere  hanc  actionem.  Tre- 
batius  autem,  non  quod  agri,  sed  quod 
frumenti  duntaxatqaaerendi  oauMl  antro 
factum  sit,  solum  exoepit. — Ibid,  i  3. 

Sed  et  fossae  agrorum  siocandorum 
causft  faotas.  Mucins  ait  fundi  oolendi 
caue&  fieri ;  non  tamen  (oportere)  oor- 
rivandfe  aquas  cawA  fieri ;  sic  enim 
debere  quem  meliorem  ag^rum  suum 
facere,  ne  vicini  deteriorem  faoiat. — 
Ibid.  {  4  ;  yide  etiam  }{  6^11. 
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American 
decuions. 


In  the  American  Courts  questions  have  frequently  arisen  upon  Alteration  of 
the  conflicting  claims  of  different  owners  of  land  adjacent  to  a     tenement. 
stream,  where  no  exclusive  right  has  been  acquired  by  any  party. 

"The  proprietor  of  a  watercourse,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
"  has  a  right  to  avail  himself  of  its  momentum,  as  a  power  which 
may  be  turned  to  beneficial  purposes,  and  he  may  make  such  a 
reasonable  use  of  the  water  itself  for  domestic  purposes,  for  water- 
ing cattle,  or  even  irrigation,  provided  it  is  not  unreasonably 
detained  or  essentially  diminished ;  for  although,  by  the  case  of 
Weston  V.  Ahlcn  (w),  the  right  of  irrigation  might  seem  to  be 
general  and  unlimited,  yet  subsequent  cases  have  restrained  it 
consistently  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  common  bounty  of  nature 
by  other  proprietors,  through  whose  land  a  stream  had  been 
accustomed  to  flow,  and  the  qualification  of  the  right  by  these 
decisions  is  in  accordance  with  the  common  law  "  (o). 

The  general  principle  governing  this  point  is  thus  stated  by 
Chancellor  Kent  in  his  learned  Commentaries  (/?) : — 

"  Every  proprietor  of  lands  on  the  banks  of  a  river  has  naturally 
an  equal  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  which  flows  in  the  stream 
adjacent  to  his  lands,  as  it  was  wont  to  run  (currere  solebat),  with- 
out diminution  or  alteration.  No  proprietor  has  a  right  to  use  the 
water  to  the  prejudice  of  other  proprietors,  above  or  below  him, 
unless  he  has  a  prior  right  to  divert  it,  or  a  title  to  some  exclusive 
enjoyment.  He  has  no  property  in  the  water  itself,  but  a  simple 
use  for  it  while  it  passes  along.  Aqua  currit  et  debet  currere,  is 
the  language  of  the  law.  Though  he  may  use  the  water  while  it 
runs  over  his  land,  he  cannot  unreasonably  detain  it,  or  give  it 
another  direction,  and  he  must  return  it  to  its  ordinary  channel 
when  it  leaves  his  estate.  Without  the  consent  of  the  adjoining 
proprietors,  he  cannot  divert  or  diminish  the  quantity  of  water, 
which  would  otherwise  descend  to  the  proprietors  below,  nor  throw 
the  water  back  upon  the  proprietors  above  without  a  grant,  or  an 
uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  twenty  years,  which  is  evidence  of  it." 

"  This  is  the  clear  and  settled  general  doctrine  on  the  subject, 
and  all  the  di£Sculty  that  arises  consists  in  the  application." 

"  The  owner  must  so  use  and  apply  the  water  as  to  work  no 
material  injuiy  or  annoyance  to  his  neighbour  below  him,  who 
has  an  equal  right  to  the  subsequent  use  of  the  same  water. 


in)  7  Mass.  136. 

(o)  Tyler    T.    Wilkinton^    4    Mason, 


N.  S.  R.  897. 
{p)  8  Kent,  Comm.  489. 
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tenement. 

American 
decisions. 


Alteration  of  Streams  of  water  are  intended  for  the  use  and  comfort  of  man ; 

dominant 

and  it  would  be  unreasonable,  and  contrary  to  the  universal  sense 
of  mankind,  to  debar  every  riparian  proprietor  from  the  applica- 
tion of  the  water  to  domestic,  agricultural,  and  manufacturing 
purposes,  provided  the  use  of  it  be  made  under  the  limitations 
which  have  been  mentioned ;  and  there  will,  no  doubt,  inevitably 
be,  in  the  exercise  of  a  perfect  right  to  the  use  of  the  water,  some 
evapoi*ation  and  decrease  of  it,  and  some  variations  in  the  weight 
and  velocity  of  the  current.  But  de  minimis  non  curat  lex,  and  a 
right  of  action  by  the  proprietor  below  would  not  necessarily  flow 
from  such  consequences,  but  would  depend  upon  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  complaint  or  injury,  and  the  manner  of  using  the 
water." 

"  All  that  the  law  requires  of  the  party,  by  and  over  whose  land 
a  stream  passes,  is  that  he  should  use  the  water  in  a  reasonable 
manner,  and  so  as  not  to  destroy  or  render  useless,  or  materially 
diminish  or  afPect,  the  application  of  the  water  by  the  proprietors 
below  on  the  stream.  He  must  not  shut  the  gates  of  his  dam,  and 
detain  the  water  unreasonably,  or  let  it  off  in  unusual  quantities, 
to  the  annoyance  of  his  neighbour.  Pothier  lays  down  the  rule 
very  strictly,  '  that  the  owner  of  the  upper  stream  must  not  raise 
the  water  by  dams,  so  as  to  make  it  fall  with  more  abundance  and 
rapidity  than  it  would  naturally  do,  and  injure  the  proprietor 
below.'  But  this  must  not  be  construed  literally,  for  that  would 
be  to  deny  all  valuable  use  of  the  water  to  the  riparian  proprietors. 
It  must  be  subjected  to  the  qualifications  which  have  been  men- 
tioned; otherwise  rivers  and  streams  of  water  would  become 
entirely  useless,  either  for  manufacturing  or  agricultural  purposes. 
The  just  and  equitable  principle  is  given  in  the  Roman  law : — 
'Sic  enim  debere  quern  meliorem  agrum  suum  faoere,  ne  vidni 
deteriorem  faciat  * "  (q). 


Easements 
severed  on 
severanoe  of 
dominant 
tenement. 


[It  has  been  already  (r)  observed  that,]  if  a  severance  of  the 
dominant  tenement  takes  place,  all  its  easements,  which  are 
attached  to  the  tenement,  and  not  to  the  person  of  the  owner,  will 
attach  to  the  severed  portions  (s) ;  if  a  house  be  divided  into  two 


{q)  [The  English  law  on  this  subject 
has  been  already  discussed,  ante,  p.  239 
et  seq.] 

(/•)  Above,  p.  86. 

(a)   Ti/rritiffham's  Case  (1738),  4  Kep. 


36  b;  JFi/at  Wad's  Cote  (1738),  8  Rep. 
78  b ;  Harris  t.  Drews  (1831),  2  fi.  &  Ad. 
164 ;  36  R.  R.  527.  [See  the  judgment 
of  Bay  ley,  J.,  iu  Codling  v.  Johnson 
(1829),  9  B.  &  C.  934;  Botrn  v,  Sili 
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diistinot  tenements,  eaoh  of  these  will  retain  the  original  right  to 
have  the  windows  unobstruoted. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that,  by  such  severance,  no  right  is 
acquired  to  impose  an  additional  burthen  on  the  servient  tenement. 
However  numerous  the  occupants  of  the  severed  tenement  may 
be,  they  must  still  confine  themselves  within  the  limits  of  the  right 
existing  at  the  time  of  severance. 

The  civil  law  distinctly  recognized  the  doctrine,  that  the  domi- 
nant tenement  continued  to  enjoy  its  servitudes,  notwithstandiug 
a  severance  {f). 

As  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  not  to 
do  any  act  which  imposes  an  additional  burthen  upon  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement,  so  the  latter  must  do  no  act  which  inter- 
feres with  the  exercise  of  the  right  already  acquired,  or  those 
secondary  easements  which  are  requisite  for  its  full  and  free 
enjoyment  (u).  If  his  wall  be  liable  to  an  easement  of  support  to 
a  neighbouring  house,  he  must  not  (except  for  the  purpose  of 
necessary  repair)  pull  down,  or  otherwise  weaken  the  wall,  so  as  to 
make  it  incapable  of  rendering  the  requisite  degree  of  support  (x) ; 
he  must  not  plough  up  a  footpath  across  his  field  (y),  [or  build  a 
wall  at  the  end  of  it,  so  as  to  prevent  the  grantee  from  going 
beyond  (s),]  or  drive  stakes  to  obstruct  a  watercourse  fiowing  to  a 
mill  (a),  even  though  the  stream  be  incapable  of  use  at  the  place 
where  the  obstruction  is  made  from  the  want  of  cleansing  (b). 

It  is  even  said  by  Jones,  J.,  in  James  v.  Haytcard{c)^  that  he 
must  not  erect  a  gate  across  a  footway  running  over  his  land. 

There  is  a  deficiency  of  authority  upon  the  question — whether 
the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  is  considered  as  the  author  of 


Easements 
severed  on 
severance  of 
dominant 
tenement. 


Duty  of  ser- 
vient owner. 


Whether 
liable  for 
obstruction 


(1835),  2  Bing.  N.  C.  339 ;  41  R.  R.  636 ; 
and  Setr^wnen  v.  Coulttm  (1877),  L.  R. 
5  Ch.  Div.  133.  Dist.  Midland  Rail.  Co, 
T.  GribbU,  [1896]  2  Ch.  827,  where  the 
easement  was  created  for  the  purpose  of 
affording  communication  between  the 
two  tenements  while  in  the  same  hands.] 

{t)  Si  stipulator  deoesserit  pluribus 
heeredibns  reliotis,  singuli  solidam  viam 
petunt. — Dig.  8,  1,  17,  de  serv. 

Si  prediom  tuum  nuhi  serviat,  sive 
ego  partis  preedii  tui  dominus  esse 
coepero,  sive  tu  mei,  per  partes  servitus 
retinetur,  licet  ab  initio  per  partes 
adquiri  non  poterit. — Ibid.  8,  §  1. 

(w)  Braoton,  lib.  4,  fl.  233,  post. 

Si  totos  ager  itineri,  ant  actui  servit, 
dominus  in  eo  agio  nihil  faoere  potest, 


quo  servitus  impediatnr,  quie  ita  diffusa 
est,  ut  omnes  gleb»  serviant. — Dig.  8, 
3,  13,  §  1,  de  serv.  prsed.  rust. 

{x)  Broicn  v.  Windaor  (1830),  1  Cr.  &  J. 
20. 

(y)  2  RoUe,  Abr.  Nusans,  G.  pi.  1. 

(«)  Fhillipt  V.  Treeby  (1862),  8  Jur. 
N.  S.  711,999;  3  Giff.  632. 

(a)  Rolle,  ubi  sup.,  pi.  8,  9.  [As  to 
diversion,  see  Northam  v.  Hurley  (1863), 
1  E.  &  B.  666;  Whitehead  v.  Farke 
(1858),  2  H.  &  N.  870  ;  Keneit  v.  Great 
Eoitern  Rail,  Co.  (1884),  L.  R.  27 
Ch.  Div.  122.  Cf.  Pirie  v.  Kiutore 
{Earl),  [1906]  A.  C.  478.] 

{b)  Bowery.  mU(\Ub),  1  Bing.N.C. 
555;  41  R.  R.  630. 

(e)  (1631),  Sir  W.  Jones,  R,  221. 
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Duty  of  ser- 
vient owner. 

caused  hy 
roots  of  trees, 
&c. 

Mall  V.  Swift, 


By  the  civil 
law  he  was 
liable. 


Semble,  also 
UaUe  by  the 


an  obstruction  to  the  easement  arising  entirely  from  the  growth 
of  the  roots  or  branches  of  trees  standing  on  his  soil,  and  there- 
fore liable  for  the  consequences  {d). 

In  the  case  of  Hail  v.  Swift  {e)y  an  action  was  brought  for 
disturbing  the  plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  a  watercourse. 
"  The  only  positive  obstruction  by  the  act  of  the  defendant  that 
appeared  was,  that,  upon  two  or  three  occasions,  he  had  directed 
his  servants  to  place  a  turf  at  the  embouchui'e  of  a  stream,  for  the 
purpose  of  irrigating  his  field,  the  ultimate  stoppage  being  occa- 
sioned by  the  intrusion  of  the  roots  of  a  tree  growing  upon  the 
defendant's  land,  whose  fibres  grew  into  and  filled  up  the  channel/' 
The  jury  found  that  the  defendant  had  "obstructed  the  plaintiff 
in  the  enjoyment  of  the  water "  ;  and  the  Court,  after  consulting 
the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  and  who  reported  "  that 
the  facts  had  been  fully  and  fairly  left  to  the  jury,  and  that  he 
was  satisfied  with  their  finding,*'  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

By  the  civil  law,  the  servient  owner  was  not  allowed  to  plant 
trees,  or  do  any  other  act,  so  as  to  obstruct  the  passage  of  light 
to  a  window  enjoying  the  servitude — "  ne  luminibus  officiatur  "  (/) ; 
and  the  further  progress  of  a  work  already  commenced  might  be 
stopped  on  the  same  grounds  {g).  To  render  a  man  liable  to  an 
action  for  the  discharge  of  rain-water  upon  his  neighbour's  land, 
such  water  must  have  been  diverted  from  its  natural  course  by  some 
act  of  man  (opus  manufactum) ;  and  this  consequence  was  held  to 
ensue  when  the  diversion  was  caused  by  planting  a  bed  of  wDlows  (/*) . 

The  real  question  appears  to  be,  whether,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  the  damage  is  the  result  of  the  act  of  man  in  planting  the 
trees,  however  long  the  time  may  be  before  they  become  injurious ; 
or  whether  it  arises  solely  from  the  act  of  nature.  In  the  latter 
case  it  is  clear  no  right  of  action  would  accrue;  "actus  Dei 
nemini  facit  injuriam."  In  the  former  case  he  would,  of  course, 
be  liable.  And  it  would  appear  that,  in  this  case,  he  is  liable — 
for  every  consequence  is  considered  to  result  from  an  act  of  man, 


{d)  Cf.  above,  p.  473. 
(e)  (1838),  6  Scott,  167 ;  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
381  ;  44  R.  R.  728. 

(/)  Si  arborem  ponat,  ut  lumisi  offi- 
ciate seque  dicoudum  erit,  contra  im- 
po^tam  BcrvitTitem  eum  facere— nam  et 
arbor  efficit,  quo  minus  cceli  videri  po^sit. 
—Dig.  8,  2,  17,  de  serv.  preed.  urb. 

(j/)  Quodcomqae  igitnr  fadat  ad  lumi* 


nis  impedimentum,  prohiberi  potest,  si 
servitus  debeator :  opusque  ci  novum 
nunciari  potest,  td  modo  sic  faciat,  ut 
lumini  noceat. — Ibid.  15. 

{h)  Sed  apud  Servii  auotorea  relatum 
est,  si  quis  salicta  poauerit,  et  ob  hoc 
aqua  reetagnaret,  **aqu8e  pliivife  ar- 
cend»"  agi  posse,  si  ea  aqua  vicino 
noceret. — ^Dig.  39,  3,  1,  {  6,  de  aq.  et  aq. 
pluv.  arc. 
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which  proceeds  from  an  act  of  volition  on  his  part,  and  the  opera-  Duty  of  ser- 
tion  of  the  ordinary  natural  causes :  the  growth  of  a  tree,  when 


planted,  is  no  more  the  effect  of  natural  causes  alone,  than  that  jwLnd. 
fire  should  commimicate  from  one  field  to  another  by  an  ordinary 
wind;    or  that  a  stone,  when  flung,  should  strike  an  object  at 
which  it  is  aimed. 

The  servient  owner  has  likewise  his  rights :  the  dominant  Rights  of  aer- 
owner's  encroachments  can  be  justified  only  to  the  extent  of  his  ^®^ 
easement;  as  to  all  beyond  that,  his  acts  constitute  a  private 
nuisance  for  which  an  action  may  be  maintained  (i).  With 
regard,  therefore,  to  all  artificial  easements,  he  is  bound  to  keep 
his  works  in  such  a  state,  that  they  shall  cause  no  inconvenience  to 
the  neighbour  beyond  that  warranted  by  the  easement  (J) ;  and  if  he 
neglects  this,  he  brings  himself  within  the  ordinary  case  of  a 
violation  of  the  rule,  '*  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Iredas,"  and 
is  of  course  liable  to  an  action. 

The  servient  owner  has  in  this,  as  in  other  cases  of  nuisance,  the  To  do  necea- 
privilege  of  taking  the  remedy  into  his  own  hands.  The  ref orma-  ^^  repairs, 
tion  of  a  nuisance,  as  appears  from  Bracton,  is  not  confined  to 
the  case  of  prostration,  but  the  party  aggrieved  by  the  nuisance 
arising  from  the  want  of  repair  of  a  neighbouring  edifice,  may 
himself  do  the  necessary  acts,  "  vel  relevari  vel  reparari  si  querens 
ad  hoc  suflBciat "  (Ar). 

By  the  civil  law  it  was  expressly  provided  that  the  servient  Civil  law. 
owner  might  compel  the  dominant  to  keep  in  repair  his  artificial 
works  (/).     In  the  case  of  natural  servitudes  no  action  lay  for  any 


(i)  [^ffumphriesY.  Cousins  (1877),  L.  R. 
2  C.  P.  D.  239  ;  Att.-Gcn.  v.  Acton 
Local  Board  (1882),  L.  R.  22  Ch.  D. 
221 ;  Brown  v.  Curporation  of  Dunstafilej 
[18>*9]  2  Oh.  378;  cf.  Canadian  Pacific 
Bail,  Co.  V.  Parke,  [1899]  A.  C.  535. 
As  to  his  remedy  by  obstruotion,  see 
post,  Part  V.  Chap.  II.  Sect.  3.] 

[j)  See  per  Parker,  J.,  in  Jones  v. 
Pritchard,  reported  in  Times  News- 
paper, Feb.  7th,  1908. 

{k)  Lib.  4,  fl.  233  a. 

(/)  Aggerem,  qui  iQ  fando  vicini  erat, 
vis  aquse  dejeoit :  per  quod  effectom  est, 
at  aqua  pluvia  mibi  nooeret.  Varus  ait, 
si  natiutdiji  agger  fnit,  non  posse  me 
yicioum  cogere  ' '  aquse  pluvife  aroendaB '  * 
actione,  ut  earn  repooat  vel  reponi  sinat. 
Idemque  putat,  et  si  manufactus  fait 
neque  memoria  ejus  exstaret — quod  si 
exstet,  putat  **  aques  pluviffi  arcendee  '' 


actione  eum  teneri.  Labeo  autem,  si 
il^nufaotus  sit  agger,  etiamsi  memoria 
ejus  non  exstat,  agi  posse,  ut  repooatur : 
nam  hao  actione  neminem  cogi  pod^e,  ut 
vicino  prosit,  sed  ne  noceat,  aut  inter- 
pellet  faoientem  quod  jure  facere  possit. 
Quamquam  tamen  deficiut  *'  aquee 
pluviae  aroendse  "  actio  :  attamen  opinor 
utilem  actionem  vel  interdictum  mihi 
cumpetere  adversus  vicinum,  si  velim 
aggerem  restituere  in  agro  ejus,  qui 
fact  us  mihi  quidem  prodesse  potest,  ipsi 
vero  non  nociturus  est ;  ha^c  tequitas 
sugg^rit,  etsi  jure  deiiciamur. — Dig.  39, 
3,  2,  §  5,  de  aq.  et  aq.  pi.  arc 

Trebatius  existimat,  si  de  eo  opere 
agatur,  quod  manufactum  sit,  omnimodo 
restituendum  id  esse  ab  eo,  cum  quo 
agitur :  si  vero  vi  fluminis  agg^r  deletus 
sit,  aut  glarea  injecta,  aut  fossa  limo 
repleta,  tune  patientiam  duntaxat  pne- 
standam. — Ibid.  11,  §  6. 
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Rigbts  of  ser-  change  produced  by  causes  entirely  independent  of  the  act  of 
^^  *  man,  and  each  party  was  in  general  compelled  to  submit  to  the 
inconvenience  or  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  changes  effected  by 
the  hand  of  nature  in  the  condition  of  his  tenement.  If,  however, 
a  reparation  could  be  effected  which  in  no  respect  deteriorated 
the  condition  of  the  dominant,  while  it  rendered  less  onerous  that 
of  the  servient  owner,  it  seems  that  the  latter  might  himself  per- 
form the  necessary  repairs:  thus,  if  by  accretions  of  mud  or 
other  natural  causes,  the  flow  of  the  stream  became  irreg^ular, 
and  consequently  injurious  to  the  servient  owner,  he  might  enter 
on  the  adjoining  land  and  cleanse  the  stream,  provided  he  thereby 
did  no  injury  to  his  neighbour  (m). 


Vague  grant  Where  a  right  of  way  is  granted  generally,  or  arises  by  implica- 
how  assigQed.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^y  questions  have  arisen  as  to  the  part  of  the  land  over 
which  the  way  shall  be  taken— which  party  is  entitled  to  assig^i 
the  way — and  under  what  restrictions  such  right  must  be  exer- 
cised. The  opinions  expressed  on  these  points  appear  to  be  some- 
what at  variance  with  each  other. 

It  is  laid  down  in  Bolle,  Abr.  (n),  ^^  that  the  grantor  shall  assign 
the  way  (of  necessity)  where  he  can  best  spare  it " ;  while,  in  a 
case  in  Siderfin  (o),  Glyn,  C.  J.,  says,  "  that  the  defendant  (the 
grantee)  may  take  a  convenient  way  without  permission  of  the 
grantor ;  and  if  he  taketh  what  is  inconvenient,  or  too  much,  the 
law  shall  adjudge  it." 

Mansfield,  C.  J.,  in  Morris  v.  Edging  ton  (jt?),  appears  to  have 
been  of  opinion  that  a  party  entitled  to  a  way  of  necessity  might 
take  that  which  was  most  convenient  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
premises  demised  to  him  {q). 


Expressed 
opinions  at 
yarianoe. 


(m)  Apnd  Namusam  relatnm  est, — si 
aqua  flaens  iter  suum  stercore  obstrux- 
erit,  et  ex  restagnatione  superiori  agro 
noceat,  posBo  cum  inferiore  agi,  *'ut 
sinatpurgari '' ;  hano  enim  actionem  non 
tantum  de  operibns  ease  utilem  manu- 
factis,  Tenim  etiam  in  omnibus,  quie 
non  secundum  voluntatem  bint.  Labeo 
contra  Namusam  probat ;  ait  enim  na- 
turam  agri  ipsam  a  se  mutari  posse :  et 
ideo,  cum  per  se  natura  agri  f  uerit  mu- 
tata,  oequo  animo  unamquemque  ferre 
dcbere,  sive  melior  sive  deterior  ejus 
conditio  facta  sit.  Idcirco,  ct  si  terras 
motu,  aut  tempestatis  magnitudine,  soli 
causa  mutata  sit :  neminem  cogi  posse, 
ut  sinat  in  pristinam  loci  conditionem 


redi^.     Sed  nos  etiam  in  hunc  casum 
cequitatem  admisimus. — Ibid.  2,  §  6. 

(«)  Tit.  Graunts,  2,  pi.  17,  vol.  2, 
p.  60. 

(o)  Packer  v.  WeUted  (1658),  2  Sid. 
112. 

(p)  (1810),  3  Taunt.  24;  12  R.  R. 
579. 

{q)  [See  also  AUon  t.  Fenton  (1823),  1 
B.  &  C.  195;  and,  as  to  a  waj  of 
necessity,  above,  p.  182. 

It  seems  that  a  waj  may  be  defined 
by  usage :  Deaetm  v.  South  Eastern  Rail. 
Co,  (1889),  61  L.  T.  377;  and  an 
American  case,  Wynkoop  v.  Burger.  12 
Johns.  (N.  T.)  222.] 
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If,  however,  the  right  of  way  has  once  been  assigned,  its  course  Vague  grant 
cannot  be  altered  by  either  party  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  how  assigned. 

"  If  A.  has  a  way  through  the  land  of  B.,  and  B.  ploughs  up 
the  soil  where  the  way  was  used,  and  leaves  another  part  of  the 
same  close  for  a  way,  A.  may  use  the  ancient  tract,  and  need  not 
go  where  the  way  is  assigned  de  novo  "  (r). 

By  the  civil  law  a  distinction  appears  to  have  existed  between  Civil  law. 
those  oases  in  which  the  servitude,  in  general  terms,  was  imposed 
by  will,  and  where  it  was  created  by  any  act  inter  vivos.  In  the 
former  case,  the  option  of  allotting  the  position  and  direction  of 
the  servitude  was  with  the  heir,  provided  he  did  nothing  to  injure 
the  rights  of  the  party  to  whom  the  servitude  was  devised  («) :  in 
the  latter  case,  xmless  the  instrument  contained  some  express  stipu- 
lations in  this  respect,  the  grantee  was  at  liberty  to  select  such 
portion  of  the  servient  heritage  as  was  most  suitable  to  him, 
although,  in  this  case  also,  certain  restrictions  were  imposed,  as 
that  he  should  not  use  his  servitude  to  the  damage  of  the  grantor's 
house,  gardens,  or  vineyards  {t). 

If,  however,  the  party  so  entitled  once  made  his  choice,  he  was 
no  longer  at  liberty  to  select  a  new  direction  for  the  exercise  of  his 
servitude  {u). 


(r)  CJom.  Dig.  Chimin,  D.  (6) ;  Noy, 
128  ;  [Deacon  t.  South  Eastern  Jtail,  Co., 
ubi  sup.  Dist.  Cooke  Y,  Ingram  (lS9Z)y 
68  L.  T.  671,  where  the  dominant 
owner,  having  a  right  of  way  from  every 
part  of  his  tenement,  was  held  not  to 
have  limited  the  right  by  the  use  of  one 
mode  of  access  only.] 

{»)  8i  via,  iter,  actus,  aquroductas 
legetur  simplicitur  per  f undum,  faoultas 
est  haeredi,  per  quam  partem  fundi  velit 
oonstituere  servitutem  ;  si  *modo  nulla 
oaptio  lesratario  in  servitute  bit. —  Dig. 
8,  3,  26,  de  serv.  prsed.  ru»t. 

(/)  Si  locus,  non  adjectu  latitudine, 
nominatns  est,  per  eum  qualibet  irl 
poterit.  bin  autem  prsetermisous  est, 
(locu»)  ceque,  latitudine  non  adjectd,  per 
totum  fuudum,  una  poterit  eligi  via, 
duntaxat  ejus  latitudinis,  quse  lege  com- 
prehensa  est ;  pro  quo  ipso,  si  dubita- 
bitur,  arbitri  officium  invocandum  est. 
—Ibid.  13,  J  3. 

Si  cui  (iimplicius  via  per  fundum 
oujuspiam  cedatur,  vel  relinquatur,  in 
inlinito  (videlicet  per  quamlibet  ejus 
partem)  ire  agerelicebit;  oiviliter  modo. 
Mam  quaedam  in  sermone  tacit^  ex- 
Gijduntnr ;  non  enim  per  villam  ipsam, 


neo  per  mediae  vineas  ire  agere  sinendus 
est :  cum  id  feque  commodd  per  alteram 
partem  fucere  possit,  minore  servientis 
fundi  detrimento. — Dig.  8,  1,  9,  de  serv. 

Sed  quse  loca  ejus  fundi  tunc,  cum  ea 
fieret  cesoio,  eedifioiis,  arboribus,  vineis 
vacua  fuennt,  ea  sola  eo  nomine  ser- 
vient.— Dig.  8,  3, 22,  de  serv.  pned.  rust. 

Si  mihi  conceeseris  iter  aquae  per 
fundum  tuum,  non  destinatd  parte,  per 
quam  ducerem — totus  fundus  tuus  ser- 
viet. — Ibid.  21. 

(m)  Verum  constitit,  ut,  qua  primnm 
viam  direxisset,  ea  demnm  ire  agere 
deberet,  nee  amplius  mutandss  ejus  po- 
testatem  haberet ;  siouti  Sabino  quoque 
videbatur ;  qui  argumento  rivi  utebatur 
— quern  primo  qualibet  duccre  licuisset, 
posteaquam  ductus  esset,  transferre  non 
liceret ;  quod  et  in  via  servandum  esse 
verum  est.— Dig.  8,  1,9,  de  serv. 

At  si  iter  actusve  sine  ull&  determina- 
tione  legatus  est ;  modo  determinabitur : 
et,  qua  primum  iter  determinatum  est, 
e&  servitus  constitit:  cseterto  partes 
agri  liberae  sunt.  Igitur  arbiter  dandus 
est,  qui  utroque  casu  viam  determinare 
debet.— Dig.  8,  3, 13,  §  1,  de  serv.  pned. 
rust. 
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PART  V. 


OF  THE  EXTINGUISHMENT  OF  EASEMENTS. 


The  modes  by  which  easements  may  be  lost  correspond  with 
those  ahread J  laid  down  for  their  acquisition: — 1.  CorrespondiDg* 
to  the  express  grant  is  the  express  renunciation ;  2.  To  the  dispo- 
sition by  the  owner  of  two  tenements,  the  merger  by  the  union  of 
them ;  3.  To  the  easement  of  necessity,  the  permission  to  do  some 
act  which  of  necessity  destroys  it  (a) ;  4.  And  to  the  acquisition 
by  prescription,  abandonment  by  non-user. 


CHAPTER  I. 


BY   EXPRESS  RELEASE. 


Must  be 
uuder  seal. 


Acts  of 
Parliament. 


It  would  appear  that,  in  the  case  of  easements,  as  of  other  in- 
corporeal rights,  an  express  release,  to  be  effectual  [at  law],  must 
be  under  seal  (b).  This  rule,  however,  must  not  be  taken  to  exclude 
a  written  instrument  not  under  seal,  or  even  a  parol  declaration, 
as  evidence  to  show  the  character  of  any  act  done,  or  any  cessation 
of  enjoyment.  [And  in  equity  an  easement  may  be  lost  or 
modified  by  agreement  (c).] 

Acts  of  Parliament  by  which  easements  are  destroyed  have  the 
operation  of  express  releases ;  [and  it  is  proposed  here  to  consider 
some  enactments  having  this  effect. 


[(a)  As  to  the  extingaishmentof  ease- 
ments of  necessity,  see  p.  178.] 

{b)  Co.  Litt.  264  b;  Com.  Dig.  Re- 
lease (A.  1),  (B.  1). 

(c)   Fithei-  V.  Moon  (1865),    11  L.  T. 


N.  S.  623;  Waterlow  t.  Bacm  (1866), 
L.  R.  2  Eq.  614.  Cf.  Salaman  t.  Glover 
(1875),  L.  R.  20  Eq.  444,  where  a  lease 
was  held  to  be  controlled  by  the  tenns 
of  a  prior  agreement ;  and  see  aboye, 
p.  31. 
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[By  the  eighth  section  of  the  General  Inolosure  Act  of  1801  (rf),  Release  by 
the  commissioners  under  special  Acts  are  authorized  and  required,  Parliament, 
before  making  the  allotments  directed,  "to  set  out  and  appoint  General 
the  public  carriage  roads  and  highways  through  and  over  the  lands  J^f  °?oJ! 
and  grounds  intended  to  be  divided,  allotted  and  inclosed,  and  to 
divert,  turn  and  stop  up  any  of  the  roads  and  tracks  (e)  upon  and 
over  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  lands  and  grounds  " ;  but  no  "  old 
or  accustomed  road  "  passing  or  leading  (/)  through  any  part  of 
the  old  inclosures  in  the  parish  is  to  be  stopped  up  without  the 
order  of  two  local  justices  of  the  peace  not  interested  in  the  repair 
of  such  road.  The  tenth  section  of  the  same  Act  empowers  such 
commissioners  as  above  mentioned  to  set  out  and  appoint  such 
private  roads,  bridleways,  footways,  ditches,  drains,  watercourses, 
&c.,  in,  over,  upon,  and  through  or  by  the  sides  of  the  allotments 
to  be  made,  as  they  may  think  requisite,  subject  to  certain  for- 
malities therein  referred  to.  And  by  the  eleventh  section  of  the 
same  Act  it  is  enacted,  "  that,  after  such  public  and  private  roads 
and  ways  shall  have  been  set  out  and  made,  ....  all  roads,  ways 
and  paths  over,  through,  and  upon  such  lands  and  grounds  which 
shall  not  be  set  out  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  for  ever  stopped  up  and 
extinguished,  and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  as  part  of  the  lands 
and  grounds  to  be  divided,  allotted,  and  inclosed,  and  shall  be 
divided,  allotted,  and  inclosed  accordingly," — subject  only  to  a 
proviso  requiring,  for  the  diversion  of  a  turnpike  road,  the  consent 
of  a  majority  of  the  trustees. 

It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  case  of  TFhite 
y.  Reeves  {g)y  that  the  proviso  in  section  eight  which  forbids  the 
commissioners  to  close  an  "old  or  accustomed  road"  leading 
through  old  inclosures  without  the  order  of  two  justices,  applied 
only  to  public  roads.  But  in  Sarber  v.  Rand(h),  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  came  to  the  opposite  conclusion,  and  held  that,  in  order 
effectually  to  stop  up  even  a  private  road,  the  commissioners  must 
obtain  the  positive  and  specific  order  of  two  justices.  The  case  of 
Thackrah  v.  Seymour  {%)  might  appear  to  support  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer ;  but  the  judgment  shows  that  the  way 


(d)  41  Geo.  3,  o.  109.  {g)  (1818),  2  Moore,   23;    19  R.  R. 

\$)  Induding   foot-ioadB;    Logan   t.  636. 

BwrUm  (1826),  5  B.  &  G.  513  ;  29  R.  R.  (A)  (1821),  9  Prioe,  58 ;  23  R.  R.  638  ; 

308.  White  y.  Beeves  was  not  quoted. 

(/)  I.e.,  as  to  any  part  of  such  road ;  (t)  (1832)«  1  Gr.  k  Mee.  18,  Exch.  of 

ibid.  Pleas ;  38  R.  R.  575. 

G.  33 
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EXTINGUISHMENT  OP  EASEMENTS. 


Beleafleb7 

Act  of 
Parliament. 

InoloBnre 
Act,  1845. 


Lands  and 
Kailwajs 
Glauses  Aots. 


[there  in  question  was  a  public  one,  and  the  later  cases  (k)  rather 
support  White  v.  Beeves. 

Under  the  Indosure  Act  of  1845,  which  also  provides  that 
private  roads  not  set  out  by  the  valuer  are  to  be  extingtushed,  it 
is  clear  that  no  order  of  justices  is  required  (/). 

Where  lands  compulsorily  taken  under  the  Lands  Glauses  C!on- 
solidation  Act,  1845  (m),  or  the  Bailways  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  1845  (n),  are  subject  to  an  easement,  the  person  entitled  to 
the  easement  cannot  bring  an  action  for  disturbance ;  nor  is  he 
entitled  to  notice  to  treat.  His  remedy  is  by  claiming  compen- 
sation as  for  lands  injuriously  affected  (o). 

Of  course,  if  the  Act  confers  no  power  to  interfere  with  the 
easement,  the  remedy  is  by  action  (p). 

In  Welk  V.  London,  Tilbury  and  Southend  Bail.  Co.  (^),  it  was 
held  that  a  clause  in  a  private  Act  extinguishing,  without  com- 
pensation, "all  rights  of  way  in,  over,  and  affecting"  certain 
"footways"  was  intended  to  affect  only  public  rights,  and  did 
not  extinguish  a  private  right  of  way  by  agreement  over  one  of 
the  footways  specified. 


(k)  midm  V.  TiUey  (1859),  1  F.  &  F. 
650,  a  nifii  prius  case,  very  shortly  re- 
ported ;  Race  v.  Ward  (1857),  7  E.  &  B. 
384,  Q.  B.,  not  really  a  decision  on  the 
point. 

(/)  See  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118,  ss.  62—68  ; 
and  Turner  v.  Crush  (1879),  L.  R.  4 
App.  Cas.  221.  As  to  what  "old  in- 
closiircs"  are  referred  to,  see  Hornby  v. 
Silvester  (1888),  L.  R.  20  Q.  B.  t>W. 
797. 

(w)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18. 

(n)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20. 

(o)  See,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act, 
Eaffle  V.  Charing  Cross  Rail.  Co.  (1867), 
L.  R.  2  0.  P.  638  ;  Duke  of  Bedford  v. 
Dawson  (1875),  L.  R.  20  Eq.  363; 
WigramY.  Fryei-  (1887),  L.  R.  36  Ch. 
D.  87  ;  Kirby  v.  Harrogate  School  Boardy 
[1896]  1  Ch.  437  ;  Manchester,  Sheffield, 
and  Lincolnshire  Rail.  Co.  v.  Anderson, 
[1898]  2  Ch.  394;  Long  Eaton  Re- 
creation Grounds,  Ltd.  v.  The  Midland 
Rail.  Co.,  [1902]  2  K.  B.  574  ;  and  Rar- 
nard  v.  Great  Western  Railway,  [1902] 
86  L.  T.  798  ;  and  under  the  Railways 
Clauses  Act,  Hutton  v.  London  and  South- 
western Rail.  Co.  (1848),  7  Ha.  259  ;  82 
R.  R.  99;  Caledonian  Rail.  Co.  v. 
Walker's  Trustees  (1882),  L.  R.  7  App. 
Cas.  259 ;  Ford  v.  Metropolitan  and 
Metropolitan   District  Rail.  Cos.   (1886), 


L.    R.    17    Q.    B.   Div.    12;    Bey.    v. 
Poulter  (1887),  L.  R.  20  Q.  B.  D.  132; 
In  re  London,  Illdury,  and  Southend  Rail. 
Co.  and  Trustees  of  Gower^s  Walk  Schools 
(1889),   L.    R.    24    Q.    B.    Div.    326; 
Emsleif    y.     Xorth- Eastern    Rail.      Co., 
[1896]  1  Ch.  418.     And  of.,  under  an 
earlier  private  Act,   Thicknesse  t.  Lan- 
caster Canal  Co.  (18:i8),  4  M.  &  W.  472 ; 
under   the    Waterworks    Clauses    Act, 
1847,  Bush  y.  Trowbridge  Waterworkt  Co. 
(1875),  L.  R.  10  Ch.  459  ;  and  HoUidey 
V.  Mayor,  ^c.  of  WakefUld,  [1891]  A.  C. 
81 ;    under  the  Thames    Embankment 
Act,  1862,  Maeey  v.  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  (1864),  10  Jur.  N.  S.  333 ;  S3 
li.  J.  Ch.  377 ;  under  the  Elementary 
Education   Act,    1870,    Clark  v.    School 
Board  for  London  (1874),  L.  R.  9  Ch. 
120;    London'  School    Board    v.    Smith, 
W.  N.  1895,  p.  37 ;  and  Eirby  v.  Har- 
rogate School  Board,  ubi  sup. ;  and  nnder 
the  Artisans*  and  Labourers*  Dwellings 
Improvement    Act,     1875,    Badham    y. 
Marris  (1882),  45  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  579 ; 
Swainston  v.  Finn  (1883),  62  L.  J.  Ch. 
235;    48  L.  T.   Rep.   W.   S.   684;   31 
W.  R.  498  ;  and  Barlow  v.  Rots  (1890), 
L.  R.  24  Q.  B.  Div.  381. 

(p)  Turner  y.  Shield  and  Rothcrham 
Rail.  Co.  (1842),  10  M.  &  W.  425. 

{q)  (1877),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  126. 


BY  EXPRESS  RELEASE. 


515 


[The  Metropolitan  Building  Acts  do  not  affect  easements.    The    Release  hy 
provisions  which  authorize  the  raising  of  party-walls  confer  no    Parliament, 
authority  to  raise  them  to  the  prejudice  of  a  neighbour's  right  to  BuHding 
light  (r).  Acts. 

By  the  third  section  of  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882  (s),  a  tenant  Settled  Land 
for  life  of  settled  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  is  empowered  ' 
to  sell  "  the  settled  land,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  e«wement, 
right  or  privilege  of  any  kind,  over  or  in  relation  to  the  same." 
The  latter  words  seem  only  to  authorize  the  tenant  for  life  to 
subject  the  settled  land  to  an  easement  for  the  benefit  of  some 
other  tenement.  It  has  been  suggested  (t)  that,  since  the  word 
"  land"  covers  all  hereditaments  (w),  including  incorporeal  heredita- 
ments (ar),  a  power  to  sell  "land"  includes  a  power  to  sell  or 
release  an  easement  appurtenant  to  the  settled  estate  (?/)  so  as  to 
extinguish  it,  as  well  as  to  create  and  sell  an  easement  burdening 
the  settled  land,  but  it  has  now  been  decided  that  a  tenant  for 
life  has  no  power  to  release  an  eiasement  appurtenant  to  the  settled 
estate  (z).] 


(r)  See,  e.g.,  on  14  Oeo.  3,  o.  78,  Ttt- 
terton  v.  Conyera  (1813),  6  Taunt.  465; 
and  JFells  ▼.  Ody  (1836),  1  M.  &  W.  452 ; 
46  R.  R.  358 ;  on  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122, 
$§  83,  85,  CrofU  v.  Haldane  (1867), 
L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  194  ;  and,  on  a  Bristol 
Improvement  Act,  Weston  v.  Arnold 
(1873),  L.  R.  8  Ch.  1084.  The  London 
Building  Act,  1894,  contains  an  express 
provision  (sect.  101)  to  the  like  effect. 

(«)  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  38.    See  also  the 


Settled  Land  Act,  1890,  sect.  5. 

(t)  Wolstenholme's  Settled  Land 
Acts,  9th  ed.  p.  338. 

(m)  62  &  53  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  3. 

{x)  Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  s.  2  (10). 

(y)  See  above,  pp.  9  and  51  ;  and  cf. 
the  judgments  in  ^.  W.  Ji.  v.  Sicindon 
and  ChrUenham  Rail.  Co.  (1884),  L.  R. 
22  Ch.  Div.  677  ;  9  App.  Cas.  787. 

(z)  In  re  Broiherton^a  EataU^  (1907) 
W.  N.  230. 
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CHAPTEE  II. 


BT  IMPLIED   RELEASE. 


Extingalsh- 
ment  and 
Bnspenidoii. 


Sect.  1. — Extinguishment  by  Merger. 

As  an  eaflement  is  a  charge  imposed  upon  the  servient  for  the 
advantage*  of  the  dominant  tenement,  when  these  are  united  in 
the  same  owner,  the  easement  is  extinguished ;  the  special  kind 
of  property  which  the  right  to  the  easement  conferred,  so  long  as 
the  tenements  belonged  to  different  owners,  is  now  merged  in  the 
general  rights  of  property  (a). 

But  in  order  that  the  easement  should  be  entirely  extinguished, 
it  is  essential  that  the  owner  of  the  two  tenements  should  have 
an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  both  of  them  of  an  equally  perdurable 
nature.  "  Where  the  tenant,"  says  Littleton,  "  hath  as  great 
and  as  high  an  estate  in  the  tenements  as  the  lord  hath  in  the 
seigniory,  in  such  case,  if  the  lord  grant  such  services  to  the 
tenant  in  fee,  this  shall  enure  by  way  of  extiuguishment.  Causa 
patet"(6).  Upon  which  Lord  Coke  observes (c),  "Here  Little- 
ton intendeth  not  only  as  great  and  high  an  estate,  but  as  pei^ 
durable  also,  as  hath  been  said,  for  a  disseisor  or  tenant  in  fee 
upon  condition  hath  as  high  and  great  an  estate,  but  not  so 
perdurable  an  estate  as  shall  make  an  extinguishment."  In  a 
previous  section,  speaking  of  seigniories,  rents,  profits  a  prendre, 
&c.,  he  says,  "  They  are  said  to  be  extinguished  when  they  are 
gone  for  ever,  et  tunc  moriuntur,  and  can  never  be  revived,  that 
is,  when  one  man  hath  as  high  and  as  perdurable  an  estate  in  the 
one  as  in  the  other  "  {d). 

Unless  this  be  the  case,  the  easement,  of  whatever  species  it  be, 
is  suspended  only  so  long  as  the  unity  of  possession  continues, 
and  revives  again  upon  the  separation  of  the  tenements. 
*' Suspense  cometh  of  suspendeo,  and,  in  legal  understanding,  is 
taken  when  a  seignioiy,  rent,  profit  4  prendre,  &o.,  by  rea«)n  of 


(a)  [Lord  Dynevor  v.  Tmnant  (1888), 
L.  R.  13  A.  G.  279.  SeouB,  as  to  natural 
rights;  Shury  v.  Piffott  (1627),  below, 
p.  618;   WoodY,  ?PaM<?  (1849),  3  Exoh., 


at  p.  776;  77  R.  R.  809.] 
[0)  S.  661. 
(c)  Co.  Lit.  313  b. 
{d)  Go.  Lit.  313  a. 
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unity  of  possession  of  the  seigniory,  rent,  &c.,  and  of  the  land  out  Extinguwh- 
of  which  they  issue,  are  not  in  esse  for  a  time,  et  tunc  dormiunt,  gaspenfiioii. 
but  may  be  revived  or  awaked  "  (e). 

So  strictly  has  this  doctrine  been  construed,  which  requires  the 
estates  in  the  two  tenements  to  be  of  an  equally  high  and  perdur- 
able character,  that  no  extinguishment  was  held  to  have  taken 
place  where  the  king  was  seised  of  one  tenement  "  of  a  pure  fee 
pimple  indeterminable,"  jure  coronae,  and  of  the  other  of  an  estate 
in  fee  simple,  determinable  on  the  birth  of  a  Duke  of  Cornwall. 
Bex  V.  Inhabitants  of  Hermitage  (/). 

This  principle  appears  to   be  equally  applicable  to  all   ease-  Eaaements 
ments  {g).    When  two  tenements  become  completely  united,  and,  «^*"»?j«j^ed 
as  it  were,  fused  into  one,  the  owner  may  modify  the  previous  not  revive  on 
relative  position  of  the  different  parts  at  his  pleasure ;  if  he  exer-  ^^®'^*°°®- 
cise  this  right  so  that  the  part  which  previously  served  the  other 
no  longer  does  so — as,  for  instance,  by  changing  the  direction  of  a 
spout  which  emptied  the  rain-water  of  one  house  on  the  adjoining 
one — it  has  never  been  doubted  that  by  so  doing  he  destroyed  the 
easement  for  ever  (A). 

But  it  has  been  contended,  that  if  he  neglect  to  do  so,  and  again 
sever  the  tenements,  all  easements  having  the  qualities  of  being 
both  continuing  and  apparent,  as  well  as  those  which  existed  by 
necessity,  were  revived  upon  the  severance.  In  the  1 1th  Henry  7  (t), 
it  was  decided,  ^'  that  a  customary  right  in  the  city  of  London  to 
have  a  gutter  running  in  another  man's  land  was  not  extinguished 
by  unity  of  possession."  It  was  argued,  that  if  the  piurchaser  of 
both  tenements  had  destroyed  the  gutter,  the  right  would  not  have 


ie)  Go.  Lit.  313  a. 

(/)  (1693),  Garthew,  239.  See  also 
Canham  v.  Fiake  (L831),  2  Gr.  &  J.  126  ; 
Thomaa  y.  Thomas  (1835),  2  G.  M.  &  R. 
34;  41  R.  R.  678;  iJamet  y.  Plant 
(1836),  4  A.  &  E.  766 ;  43  R.  R.  465, 
where  it  was  held  that  the  momentary 
seisin  of  a  releasee  to  uses  was  insuf- 
ticient  to  work  a  merger  by  unity  of 
seisin  ;  Simper  v.  Folei/  (1862),  2  J.  &  H. 
555 ;  and  Feelesiastical  Commissioners  of 
England  V.  Kino  (1880),  L.  R.  14  Gh.  Div. 
213,  where  the  Lords  Justices  refused 
to  decide  that  a  right  to  light  for  the 
windows  of  a  church  could  not  be 
acquired  oyer  the  adjoining  glebe,  both 
being  yested  in  the  incumb^t,  but  for 
different  interests.  It  has  been  held 
in  America  that,  where  the  dominant 
and  senrient  tenements  yested  in  the 
same  person  under  separate  mortgageis, 


there  was  no  extinffuishment  of  the  ease- 
ment before  foreclosure  of  both  mort- 
gages {Ritger  y.  Parker^  8  Gush.  (Mass.) 
145).  Also  that,  where  a  tenant  held 
the  senrient  tenement  by  a  defectiye 
title,  and  the  easement  by  a  yalid  title, 
there  was  no  merger  (Tyler  y.  Hammond^ 
11  Pick.  (Mass.)  193).  And  so  when  a 
person  held  one  estate  in  seyeralty,  and 
an  undiyided  share  of  the  other  (Atlanta 
Mills  y.  Masson,  120  Mass.  244).] 

{g)  [And  rights  in  the  nature  of  ease- 
ments, as  the  right  to  haye  fences 
repaired:  see  Dyer,  295  b,  pi.  19;  Sury 
y.  Figott  (1625),  Palmer,  444 ;  Boyle  y. 
Tamlyn  (1827),  6  B.  &  G.  329  ;  30  R.  R. 
343.] 

(h)  11  Henry  7,  f.  25  ;  Lady  Browne's 
Case,  cited  in  Swry  y.  Figott  (1626), 
Palmer,  446. 

(i)  Fol.  26. 
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Easements     revived ;  to  which  Danvers,  J.,  replied,  "  If  the  matter  were  so,  it 
by  unity  do    might  have  been  pleaded  specially :  it  wcmld  be  a  good  issue/' 
not  revive  on       j^  Shury  V.  Pigott  {k)^  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  stopping  a 

— watercourse,  which  had  been  used  to  have  its  current  into  the 

Figott,  '  plaintiff's  yard,  and  fill  a  pond  with  water,  it  was  held  that  a 

unity  of  possession  of  the  land  of  the  house  and  place  to  which, 
and  of  the  land  through  which,  &c.,  was  no  bar.  "  There  is  a 
difference,"  said  Whitelocke,  J.,  "  between  a  way  or  common  and 
a  watercourse.  These  begin  by  private  right,  by  prescription,  by 
assent,  as  a  way  or  common,  being  a  particular  benefit  to  take  part 
of  the  profits  of  the  land — ^this  is  extinct  by  unity,  because  the 
greater  benefit  shall  drown  the  less.  A  watercourse  doth  begin  ex 
jure  natures,  having  taken  this  course  naturally,  and  cannot  be 
averted.'' 

In  the  report  of  this  case  in  Latch,  it  is  said,  '^  !Eent  shall  be 
extinguished  by  unity,  and  also  a  way,  because  it  does  not  exist 
durant  the  unity ;  but  it  is  otherwise  of  a  thing  which  exists,  not- 
withstanding the  unity."  A  case  of  warren  is  cited  from  35  Henry, 
f.  65,  56. 
Whether  In  Buckhy  v.  Coles  (/),  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  intimated 

ia  sufficient.^"^  ^  decided  opinion,  that  unity  of  seisin  was  sulBcient  to  work  an 
extinguishment,  without  actual  unity  of  occupation.  In  Drake  v. 
Wigleauorth  (w),  the  Court  doubted  whether  seisin  implied  posses- 
sion ;  but  [more  recent  decisions  seem  to  have  favoured  the  pro- 
position] that  from  seisin  the  law  will  presume  possession  (n). 
Riehardion  y.  [But  in  Richardson  and  others  v.  Graham  (o)  it  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  (p)  that  unity  of  seisin  for  an  estate  in  fee  will 
not  cause  the  extinction  of  an  easement  of  light  where  there  is  no 
imity  of  possession  and  enjoyment.  In  that  case  a  tenement  which 
had  enjoyed  the  access  of  light  over  an  adjoining  tenement  for 
upwards  of  twenty  years  was  leased  for  a  term  of  years  to  the 
plaintiff.  Subsequently  and  during  the  continuance  of  this  term 
the  freeholder  of  the  servient  tenement  acquired  the  freehold  of  the 
dominant  tenement,  but  it  was  held  that  this  unity  of  seisin  did 
not  operate  to  extinguish  the  plaintiff's  easement  of  light.] 
Easements  re-      It  will  be  found  that  the  clcusses  of  easements  with  respect  to 

fiulting  from 

(k)  (1626),  3  Bulstrode,  339  ;    S.  C,  G.  &  D.  174  ;  67  R.  R.  807.    [See  per 

Palmer,  444,  nom.  Suiy  v.  PiffoU.  Parke,  B.,  in  England  v.  Wall  (1842), 

(0  (1814),  6  Taunt.  311 ;  16  R.  R.  608.  10  M.  &  W.  701.] 

(m)  (1762),  Willes,  658.  (o)  [1908]  1  K.  B.  39. 

(n)  /Stoffv. /^to^f  (1812),  16  East,  343;  (p)  Lord   Alverstone,     C.    J.,    and 

Clayton  v.  Corby  (1842),  2  Q.  B.  813  ;  2  Baoklej  and  Kennedy,  L.  JJ. 
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which  the  revivor  referred  to-  above  is  supposed  to  take  place,  exactly  "^^^^JL 
correspond  with  those  already  considered,  as  being  acquired  by  the  bj  unity  do 
implied  grant  resulting  either  from  the  disposition  of  the  owner  of  ^^y^^l^^ 

the  two  tenements,  or  from  the  easement  being  of  necessity.  -; — — 

It  is  practically  immaterial  whether  the  foundation  of  the  right  owbot  of  two 
be  a  new  ffrant  or  a  revival  of  the  old  riffht ;   but  the  former  is  t^emente,  or 

°  ,  ...  of  necessity, 

the  more  correct  view  of  the  title  to  them,  and  it  is  certainly  more  revive, 
in  harmony  with  the  general  principles  of  the  law  of  easements  (o). 

In  the  civil  law,  on  the  union  of  two  inheritances  in  the  same 
owner,  all  servitudes  were  extinguished  by  confusion ;  and  on  any 
future  severance  it  was  necessary  to  reimpose  them  expressly  (p). 

[In  the  event  of  an  easement  already  acquired  by  prescription  Unity  by 
being  vested  in  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  by  statutory  parliament, 
authority,  the  prescriptive  title  would  merge  in  the  statutory  title, 
and  in  the  event  of  the  statutory  provision  being  only  a  temporary 
measure  the  easement  would  be  lost  on  the  expiration  of  the  period 
covered  by  the  statute  (q). 

"  I  hold  it  to  be  an  indisputable  proposition  of  law  that  where 
an  Act  of  Parliament  has,  according  to  its  true  construction,  to 
use  the  language  of  Littledale,  J.,  'embraced  and  confirmed' 
a  right  which  had  previously  existed  by  custom  or  prescription 
that  right  becomes  henceforward  a  statutory  right,  and  that  the 
lower  title  by  custom  or  prescription  is  merged  in  and  extinguished 
by  the  higher  title  derived  from  the  Act  of  Parliament "  (r). 


Sect.  2. — Extinguishment  of  Necessity, 

It  has  already  been  seen,  on  the  clearest  authority  both  of  our  Licence  to 
own  law  and  the  civil  law,  that  if  the  owner  of  the  dominant 
tenement  authorizes  an  act  of  a  permanent  nature  to  be  done 
on  the  servient  tenement,  the  necessary  consequence  of  which  is 


obstruct. 


(o)  Holmis  V.  Oorittffj  ante,  p.  178 ; 
[and  see  p.  116.] 

(p)  Servitutes  preediorum  confun- 
duntur,  si  idem  utriusque  pnedii  dominus 
esse  OGBperit. — Dig.  8,  6,  1,  quem.  serv. 
omit. 

Si  quis  esdes,  quse  suis  »dibus  servi- 
rent,  cum  emisset,  traditas  sibi  acoepit, 
oonf  asa  sublataque  servitus  est ;  et,  si 
rursQS  venders  vult,  nominatim  impo- 
nenda  servitus  est:  alioquin  liberse 
veniunt.~Dig.  8,  2,  30,  de  serv.  urb. 
pned. 


Tertio  amittitor  (servitus)  confasione 
cum  preedia  conf  usa  sunt,  sive  cum  idem 
utriusque  preedii  dominus  esse  ocsperit. 
— Vinnius,  Gomm.  ad  Inst.  lib.  2,  tit.  3, 
Quibus  modis  serv.  amittuntur,  §  6. 

(q)  Taylor  v.  Aldermen  and  Burgesses  of 
New  Windsor,  [1898]  1  Q.  B.  186 ;  affd. 
in  H.  L.  sub  nom.  New  Windsor  Cor- 
poration V.  Taylor,  [1899]  A.  C.  41 ; 
Mayor,  ^c.  of  Manchester  v.  Lyons  (1882), 
22  Ch.  Div.  287. 

(r)  Per  Lord  Davey  in  New  Windsor 
Corporation  v.  Taylor,  [1899]  A.  C.  49. 
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to  prevent  his  future  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  it  is  thereby 
extinguished  («). 

And  provided  the  authority  is  exercised,  it  is  immaterial  whether 
it  was  given  by  writing  or  by  parol  (t). 


Owners  of 
inheritance 
most 
acquiesce. 


Pteecription 
Act. 


Sect.  3. — Extingukhment  hy  Cessation  of  Enjoyment. 

As  the  acquisition  of  an  easement  is  an  addition  to  the  ordinary 
rights  of  property  of  the  dominant,  and  a  corresponding  diminu- 
tion of  those  rights  of  the  servient  tenement,  so  the  loss  of  the 
easement,  when  once  acquired,  by  restoring  both  tenements  to 
their  natural  state,  is  an  addition  to  the  rights  of  the  servient, 
and  a  corresponding  diminution  of  those  of  the  dominant. 

Hence,  though  the  law  regards  with  less  favour  the  acquisition 
and  preservation  of  these  accessorial  rights  than  of  those  which 
are  naturally  incident  to  property,  and,  therefore,  does  not  require 
the  same  amount  of  proof  of  the  extinction  as  of  the  original 
establishment  of  the  right  {u)  :  yet  as  an  easement,  when  once 
created,  is  perpetual  in  its  nature,  being  attached  to  the  inheritance 
and  passing  with  it,  it  should  seem  that  some  acquiescence  on  the 
part  of  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  must  be  necessary  to  give 
validity  to  any  act  of  abcmdoDment  (?r).  The  doctrine  of  the  extinc- 
tion of  easements  by  merger,  already  considered,  supports  this 
view,  proceeding,  as  it  does,  on  the  ground  that  the  loss  of  an 
easement  is  a  permanent  injury  to  the  inheritance,  and  can  there- 
fore only  take  place  when  the  same  party  is  the  owner  of  the  fee 
simple  of  the  servient  and  dominant  tenements. 

The  Prescription  Act  is  silent  as  to  the  mode  by  which  easements 


(t)  Ante,  p.  31 ;  [and  see  Lavie»  y. 
Marshall  (1861),  10  0.  B.  N.  S.  697  ; 
7  Jur.  N.  8.  720,  1247;  Johnson  v. 
JFf/att  (1864),  9  Jur.  N.  S.  1333.] 

Si  stlllicidii  immittendi  jus  habeam  in 
aream  tuam,  et  permisero  jus  tibi  in  ea 
ared  sedificandi,  Btillicidii  immittendi 
jus  amitto.  Et  similiter,  si  per  tuum 
f  undum  via  mihi  debeatur,  et  permisero 
tibi,  in  eo  loco,  per  quem  via  mihi  de- 
betur,  aliquid  facere,  amitto  jus  yise. — 
Dig.  8,  6,  3,  quem.  serv.  amit. 

Amittitur  servitus  remissione,  tum 
apertfl  tum  tacitd — puta  si  permisero 
domino  fundi  servientis,  in  loco  sendente, 


facere  id  quo  servitus  impediatnr. — 
Vinnins,  Comment,  ad  Inst.  L.  2,  Tit. 
Quibus  modis  servitutes  amittuntur,  §  6. 

U)  Liggim  v.  Inge,  ante,  p.  40 . 

(m)  *'  Non-user  which  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  establish  an  abandonment 
of  a  right  acquired  may  be  enough  to 
prevent  the  acquisition  of  that  right 
under  the  (Proscription)  Act,"  per 
Stirling,  J.,  [19001  2  Ch.  at  p.  148. 

(\€>)  As  to  the  loss  of  an  inchoate 
right  to  light  acquired  under  tiie  Pre- 
scription Act,  1832,  68.  3  and  4,  see 
Hyman  v.  Van  den  Berghy  [1907]  2  Gh. 
616 ;  [1908]  1  Ch.  167.] 
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may  be  lost.     Its  enactments  as  to  interruption  and  disabilities   CemHon  of 
apply  in  terms  to  the  acquisition  only. 


It  is  the  policy  of  the  law,  favouring  the  freedom  of  property, 
that  no  restriction  should  be  imposed  upon  one  tenement,  without 
a  corresponding  benefit  arising  from  it  to  another,  and  hence  it  is 
that  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  easement  that  it  should 
conduce  to  the  more  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  dominant  tenement. 

Thus,  where  a  right  of  way  is  given  by  deed,  the  right  is  con- 
fined to  the  use  of  a  way  which  is  '^  in  the  same  predicament  as 
it  was  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  deed  "  (x). 

If,  therefore,  any  alteration  be  made  in  the  disposition  of  the  Loss  hj 
dominant  tenement,  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make  it  incapable  any  dominM^ 
longer  of  the  perception  of  the  particular  easement,  the  status  of  tenement, 
the  dominant  tenement,  to  which  the  easement  was  attached,  and 
which  is  an  inherent  condition  of  its  existence,  is  determined. 

Such  alteration  must,  of  course,  be  of  a  permanent  character.  Alteration 
evincing  an  intention  of  ceasing  to  take  the  particular  benefit,  or  ^"miment. 
otherwise  an  easement  might  be  lost  by  the  mere  pulling  down  of 
the  tenement  for  the  purposes  of  necessary  repair  (y).  Thus, 
if  a  man  have  a  projecting  roof,  by  means  of  which  he  enjoyed 
the  easement. of  throwing  his  eaves-droppings  on  his  neighbour's 
land,  any  alteration  of  the  form  of  such  projection,  from  which  it 
could  be  inferred  that  he  meant  to  direct  the  rain-water  into  a 
different  channel,  woidd  destroy  his  right  to  the  easement.  Thus, 
too,  the  stopping  up  an  ancient  window  (z). 

By  the  civil  law  the  pulling  down  a  house  with  the  intention  of 
re*building,  did  not  cause  the  loss  of  a  servitude,  provided  the 
new  edifice  was  erected  upon  the  site  and  of  the  dimensions  of 
the  old,  and  did  not  increase  the  burthen  imposed  upon  the  servient 
tenement  (a). 

In  Mbare  v.  RawB(m{h)y  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff,  having  Moor$T, 

Eatcaon 


{z)  Per  Curiam  in  Allan  v.  Gomme 
(1840),  11  A.  &  E.  772  ;  62  R.  R.  492 ; 
[but  see  ante,  p.  367.  It  depends  in  all 
cases  upon  the  construction  of  the  par- 
ticular grant,  whether  the  owner  of  the 
servient  way  is  limited  to  any  particular 
use  of  the  tenement.] 

(v)  LuttrePs  Case  (1738).  4  Rep.  86  ; 
[Staiffht  V.  Bum  (1869),  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
163  ;  Ecclrsicutical  Commusitmers  for 
England^.  Kino  (1S80),  L.  R.  14  Ch.  Div. 
213.  Cf.  per  Fry,  J.,  in  National 
Frovineial  PkUe  Olau  Inturanee  Co,  y. 


Fntdential  Assurance  Co,  (1877),  L.  R. 
6  Ch.  D.  757,  at  p.  764.] 

(3)  Lawrence  v.  Obee  (1814),  3  Camp. 
514  ;  14  R.  R.  830. 

(a)  (Si  servitos  stilliddii  non  avert- 
endi  debebatur) ;  si  antea  ex  teguU  oas- 
sitaverit  stillicidinm,  postea  ex  tabnlato, 
vel  ex  alia  materia,  cassitare  non  potest. 
—Dig.  8,  2,  20,  §  4,  de  serv.  prsed. 
urb. 

{b)  (1824),  3  B.  &  C.  332  ;  6  Dowl.  & 
R.  234 ;  27  R.  R.  375. 
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CeMation  of   some  ancient  windows,  pulled  down  the  wall  in  which  they  were 

'—  situated,  and  rebuilt  it  as  the  wall  of  a  stable,  without  any  -window. 

Jtawtonl  About  fourteen  years  after  this,  the  defendant  erected  a  building 
in  front  of  this  blank  wall,  and  after  such  building  had  remained 
there  about  three  years,  the  plaintiff  re-opened  a  window  in  the 
place  where  one  of  the  ancient  windows  had  formerly  stood, 
and  brought  this  action  for  the  obstruction  to  his  newly-opened 
window  by  the  defendant's  building. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained  to  enter  a  non-suit,  pursuant  to 
liberty  reserved  at  the  trial,  the  Court  of  K.  B.  made  the  rule 
absolute. 

Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  his  judgment,  said, "  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  maintain  this  action.     It  appears 
that  many  years  ago  the  former  owner  of  these  premises  had  the 
enjoyment  of  light  and  air  by  means  of  certain  windows  in  a  Tvall 
in  his  house.     Upon  the  site  of  this  wall  he  built  a  blank  vrall 
without  any  windows.     Things  continued  in  this  state  for  seven- 
teen years.     The  defendant,  in  the  interim,  erected  a  building 
opposite  the  plaintiff's  blank  wall,  and  then  the  plaintiff  opened 
a  window  in  that  which  had  continued  for  so  long  a  period  a  blank 
wall  without  windows :  and  he  now  complains  that  that  window  is 
darkened  by  the  buildings  which  the  defendant  so  erected.     It 
seems  to  me  that,  if  a  person  entitled  to  ancient  lights  pulls  down 
his  house  and  ei*ects  a  blank  wall  in  the  place  of  a  wall  in  which 
there  had  been  windows,  and  suffers  that  blank  wall  to  remain  for 
a  considerable  period  of  time,  it  lies  upon  him  at  least  to  show,  that, 
at  the  time  when  he  so  erected  the  blank  wall,  and  thus  apparently 
abandoned  the  windows  which  gave  light  and  air  to  the  house,  it 
was  not  a  perpetual,  but  a  temporary  abandonment  of  the  enjoy- 
ment; and  that  he  intended  to  resume  the  enjoyment  of  those 
advantages  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.    I  think  that  the 
burthen  of  showing  that  lies  on  the  party  who  has  discontinued 
the  use  of  the  light.     By  building  the  blank  wall,  he  may  have 
induced  another  person  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  adjoining 
ground  for  building  purposes,  and  it  would  be  most  unjust  that  he 
should  afterwards  prevent  such  a  person  from  carrying  those 
purposes  into  effect.     For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  made  absolute." 

Bayley,  J.,  said,  "  The  right  to  light,  air,  or  water,  is  acquired 
by  enjoyment,  and  will,  as  it  seems  to  me,  continue  so  long  as  the 
party  either  continues  that  enjoyment,  or  shows  an  intention  to 
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oontinue  it.    In  this  case  the  former  owner  of  the  plaintiff's  pre-    Cewation  of 

mises  had  acquired  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  light ;  but  he  '- 

chose  to  relinquish  that  enjoyment,  and  to  erect  a  blank  wall  in-  Eawwn, 
stead  of  one  in  which  there  were  formerly  windows.  At  that  time 
he  ceased  to  enjoy  the  light  in  the  mode  in  which  he  had  used  to 
do,  and  his  right  ceased  with  it.  Suppose  that,  instead  of  doing 
that,  he  had  pulled  down  the  house  and  buildings,  and  converted 
the  land  into  a  garden,  and  continued  so  to  use  it  for  a  period  of  . 
seventeen  years,  and  another  person  had  been  induced  by  such 
conduct  to  buy  the  adjoining  ground  for  the  purposes  of  building. 
It  would  be  most  unjust  to  allow  the  person  who  had  so  converted 
his  land  into  garden  groimd,  to  prevent  the  other  from  building 
upon  the  adjoining  land  which  he  had,  under  such  circumstances, 
been  induced  to  purchase  for  that  purpose.  I  think  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  of  modem  times,  we  must  consider  the  enjoy- 
ment  as  giving  the  right ;  and  that  it  is  a  wholesome  and  wise 
qualification  of  that  rule  to  say,  that  the  ceasing  to  enjoy  destroys 
the  right,  unless  at  the  time  when  the  party  discontinues  the 
enjoyment  he  does  some  act  to  show  that  he  means  to  resume  it 
within  a  reasonable  time." 

Holroyd,  J.,  added,  ''I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears 
that  the  former  owner  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  at  one  time  was 
entitled  to  the  house  with  the  windows,  so  that  the  light  coming 
to  those  windows  over  the  adjoining  land  could  not  be  obstructed 
by  the  owner  of  that  land.  I  think,  however,  that  the  right 
acquired  by  the  enjoyment  of  the  light  continued  no  longer  than 
the  existence  of  the  thing  itself  in  respect  of  which  the  party  had 
the  right  of  enjoyment;  I  mean  the  house  with  the  windows: 
when  the  house  and  the  windows  were  destroyed  by  his  own  act, 
the  right  which  he  had  in  respect  of  them  was  also  extinguished. 
If,  indeed,  at  the  time  when  he  pulled  the  house  down,  he  had 
intimated  his  intention  of  rebuilding  it,  the  right  would  not  then 
have  been  destroyed  with  the  house.  If  he  had  done  some  act  to 
show  that  he  intended  to  build  another  in  its  place,  then  the  new 
house,  when  bmlt,  would  in  effect  have  been  a  continuation  of  the 
old  house,  and  the  rights  attached  to  the  old  house  would  have 
continued.  If  a  man  has  a  right  of  common  attached  to  his  mill, 
or  a  right  of  turbwy  attached  to  his  house,  if  he  pulls  down  the 
mill  or  the  house,  the  right  of  conmion  or  of  turbary  will  prim& 
facie  cease.  If  he  show  an  intention  to  build  another  mill  or 
another  house,  his  right  continues.     But  if  he  pulls  down  the 
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Cessation  of    house  Or  the  mill  without  showing  any  intention  to  make  a  similar 

'-  use  of  the  land,  and,  after  a  long  period  of  time  has  elapsed,  builds 

Jiau'son'  *  house  or  mill  corresponding  to  that  which  he  pulls  down,  that  is 
not  the  renovation  of  the  old  house  or  mill  but  the  creation  of  a 
new  thing,  and  the  rights  which  he  had  in  respect  of  the  old  house 
or  mill  do  not,  in  my  opinion,  attach  to  the  new  one  (c).  In  this 
case,  I  think,  the  building  of  a  blank  wall  is  a  stronger  circum- 
stance to  show  that  he  had  no  intention  to  continue  the  enjoyment 
of  his  light  than  if  he  had  merely  pulled  down  the  house.  In  that 
case  he  might  have  intended  to  substitute  something  in  its  place. 
Here  he  does,  in  fact,  substitute  quite  a  different  thing — a  wall 
without  windows.  There  is  not  only  nothing  to  show  that  he 
meant  to  renovate  the  house  so  as  to  make  it  a  continuance  of  the 
old  house,  but  he  actually  builds  a  new  house  different  from  the 
old  one,  thereby  showing  that  he  did  not  mean  to  renovate  the  old 
house.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  right  is  not  renewed,  as 
it  would  have  been  if,  when  he  had  pulled  down  the  old  house,  he 
had  shown  an  intention  to  rebuild  it  within  a  reasonable  time, 
although  he  did  not  do  so  eo  instanti." 

Littledale,  J. — "  According  to  the  present  rule  of  law  a  man 
may  acquire  a  right  of  way,  or  a  right  of  common,  (except,  indeed/ 
common  appendant,)  upon  the  land  of  another,  by  enjoyment. 
After  twenty  years'  adverse  enjoyment  the  law  presumes  a  grant 
made  before  the  user  commenced,  by  some  person  who  had  power 
to  grant.  But  if  the  party  who  has  acquired  the  right  by  grant 
ceases  for  a  long  period  of  time  to  make  use  of  the  privilege  bo 
granted  to  him,  it  may  then  be  presumed  that  he  has  released  the 
right.  ...  I  think  that,  if  a  party  does  any  act  to  show  that  he 
abandons  his  right  to  the  benefit  of  that  light  and  air  which  he 
once  had,  he  may  lose  his  right  in  a  much  less  period  than  twenty 
years.  If  a  man  pulls  down  a  house  and  does  not  make  any  use 
of  the  land  for  two  or  three  years,  or  converts  it  into  tillage,  I 
think  he  may  be  taken  to  have  abandoned  all  intention  of  rebuild- 
ing the  house ;  and,  consequently,  that  his  right  to  the  light  has 
ceased.  But  if  he  builds  upon  the  same  site,  and  places  windows 
in  the  same  spot,  or  does  any  thing  to  show  that  he  did  not  mean 
to  convert  the  land  to  a  different  purpose,  then  his  right  would 
not  cease.  In  this  case  I  think  that  the  owner  of  the  plaintiff's 
premises  abandoned  his  right  to  the  ancient  lights,  by  erecting  the 


{c)  Crosuley  v.  LightoxvUr  (1867),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478  ;  post,  p.  661. 


BT  IMPLIED  RELEASE. 


525 


l)laiik  wall  instead  of  that  in  which  the  ancient  windows  were ;  for    Cowation  of 
he  then  indicated  an  intention  never  to  resume  that  enjoyment  of 


the  light  which  he  once  had.     Under  those  circumstances  I  think       ji^^ton, 
that  the  temporary  disuse  was  a  complete  abandonment  of  the 
right." 

In  Lawrence  v.  Ofe^(d),  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that,  where  j'tt^fneey. 
an  ancient  window  had  been  filled  up  with  brick  and  mortar  for 
twenty  years,  the  case  stood  as  if  it  had  never  existed. 

"  Suppose  a  person,"  said  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg-  ^w*»*  ▼• 
ment  of  the  Court  in  Liggins  v.  Inge  (e),  "  who  formerly  had  a  mill 
upon  a  stream,  should  pull  it  down,  and  remove  the  works,  with 
the  intention  never  to  return,  could  it  be  held  that  the  owner  of 
other  land  adjoining  the  stream  might  not  erect  a  mill  and  employ 
the  water  so  relinquished;  or  that  he  should  be  compellable  to 
pull  down  his  mill,  if  the  former  mill-owner  should  afterwards 
change  his  determination,  and  wish  to  rebuild  his  own  ?  In  such 
a  case  it  would,  undoubtedly,  be  a  subject  of  inquiry  by  a  jury, 
whether  he  had  completely  abandoned  the  use  of  the  stream,  or 
left  it  for  a  temporary  purpose  only  "  (/). 

In  Hale  v.  Oldroyd  ((/),  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  a  flow  of  ^^'^ 
-surplus  water  to  an  ancient  pond.  Instead  of  using  the  water  to 
supply  that  pond,  he  had  during  thirty  years  past  used  it  to 
supply  three  more  recent  ponds.  It  was  held,  he  had  not  aban- 
doned or  lost  his  right  to  the  flow  of  water  by  such  user.  Eolf e, 
B.,  said,  '*  If  the  plaintiff  had  even  filled  up  the  (old)  pond,  that 
would  not  in  itself  amount  to  an  abandonment,  although,  no 
doubt,  it  would  be  evidence  of  it."  [And  Parke,  B.,  said,  "  The 
use  of  the  old  pond  was  discontinued  only  because  the  plaintiff 
obtained  the  same  or  a  greater  advantage  from  the  use  of  the 
three  new  ones ;  he  did  not  thereby  abandon  his  right,  he  only 
exercised  it  in  a  different  spot, — and  a  substitution  of  this  nature 
is  not  an  abandonment." 

In  Stokoe  v.  Singers  (A),  it  was  held  that,  where  the  owner  of  f^*^/" 
a  house  had  blocked  up  ancient  windows,  and  kept  them  so  for 
nearly  twenty  years,  he  had  not  lost  the  right  of  light,  the  jury 
finding  that  he  did  not  ''so  close  up  his  lights  as  to  cause  the 


(d)  (1814),  3  Camp.  614;   14  R.  R.  (/)  [See  (7roMfey  v.  Zi^Afoic^  (1867), 

830  L.  B.  2  Ch.  478  ;  posVp.  661.] 

!  ,  «    V   ..-«.  «         T.  «  -,.  (y)  (1846),  14  M.  &  W.  789  ;  69R.R. 

{e)  (1831),  7  Bing.  693 ;  33  R.  R.  615,  824. 

Fiefaoe  YI.  (h)  (1867),  8  £.  &  B.  31. 
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EceUiiattieal 
Commis- 
sioners V. 
Xino, 


Cemationof    [adjoining  owner  to  incur  expense  or  loss  on  the  reasonable  belief 

— I ^  that  they  bad  been  permanently  abandoned,"  nor  so   as    "to 

Singers^  manifest  an  intention  of  permanently  abandoning  the  right  of 
using  them " ;  but  the  Court  did  not  express  any  opinion  upon 
the  question  whether  the  mere  closing  up  of  the  lights,  so  as  to 
manifest  an  intention  of  permanently  abandoning  them,  -would 
destroy  the  right,  unless  the  adjacent  owner  acted  upon  that 
intention ;  and  there  appears  to  have  been  some  difEerenoe  of 
*  opinion  between  the  judges  upon  this  question. 

In  Ecclesiastical   Commissioners   v.   Kino  (A;),  it  appeared    that, 
by  virtue  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  and  an  Order  in  Council,  the 
church  of  St.   Dionis  Backohurch  in  the  city  of  London    had 
become  vested  in  the  Commissioners  upon  trust  to  pull  down  the 
church,  dispose  of  the  materials,  and  sell  the  site.     The  church 
having  been  pulled  down,  but  not  yet  sold,  the  defendant  oom- 
menced  to  build  upon  the  adjoining  land  some  buildings  which 
would  have  obstructed  the  access  of  light  to  the  ancient  church 
windows  had  they  still  been  subsisting.     Hall,  V.-C,  refused 
an  injunction ;  but,  on  appeal,  the  defendant  was  restrained  from 
"  obstructing  the  lights  of  any  building  to  be  erected  on  the  site 
of  the  church,  so  far  as  such  lights  occupy  the  same  position  as 
the  lights  of  the  church."     The  Court  of  Appeal  thought  that  the 
Commissioners,  though  not  themselves  empowered  to  rebuild,  were 
entitled  to   sell  the  land  with  all  its  advantages,  including  the 
right  to  rebuild  so  as  to  resume  the  enjoyment  of  the  ancient 
lights.     "  It  appears  to  me,"  said  James,  L.  J.,  "  that,  where  a 
building  in  which  there  are  ancient  lights  has  been  taken  down, 
though  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the  light  has  been  suspended^ 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  owner  from  applying  to  the  Court 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  erection  which  would  interfere 
with  the  easement  of  the  ancient  lights,  where  the  Court  is  satis- 
fied that  he  is  about  to  restore  the  building  with  its  ancient 
lights.     That  was  so  decided  by  Lord  Justice  QifEard  in  Staight  v. 
Burn'' {I).'] 
Material  qnes-      It  appears  from  these  cases  that  the  law  has  fixed  no  precise 
to*renou^°^  time  during  which  this  cessation  of  enjoyment  must  continue ; — 
right.  the  material  inquiry  in  every  case  of  this  kind  must  be,  whether 

there  was  the  intention  to  renounce  the  right.     [There  is  a  legal 


(*)  (1880),  L.  E.  14  Oh.  Div.  213. 


{t)  (1869),  L.  R.  6  Gh.  163. 
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[inferenoe,  however,  at  any  rate  in  cases  where  the  dominant   Cessation  of 
tenement  has  been  pulled  down  and  rebuilt,  that  the    owner  — — '— 


intends  to  preserve  his  rights ;  and  aooordingly  it  has  been  held 
in  a  case  in  which  a  building  was  rebuilt  before  a  right  to  light 
had  been  acquired  under  the  Prescription  Act,  but  whilst  it  was  in 
coiirse  of  being  so  acquired,  that  evidence  of  the  intention  to  pre- 
serve ancient  lights  upon  a  rebuilding  is  unnecessary  (m).]  From 
the  language  of  the  judges  [in  the  cases  before  Stokoe  v.  Singer8]y 
it  does  not  appear  to  be  necessary  that  the  servient  owner  should  ' 
have  done  any  act  after  the  change  had  taken  place  in  the 
dominant  tenement  to  assert  the  freedom  of  his  tenement  from  the 
easement ;  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  consequence  of  the  change  be 
an  entire  cessation  of  enjoyment,  accompanied  by  an  intention  [on 
the  part  of  the  dominant  owner]  to  relinquish  the  right.  In 
point  of  fact,  in  one  of  the  cases  above  cited,  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement  had,  during  the  cessation  of  enjoyment,  done 
an  act  which  he  could  not  lawfully  have  done  had  the  easement 
existed,  and  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  had  taken  no 
steps  to  remove  the  obstruction ;  yet  no  stress  was  placed  upon 
these  circumstances.  [And  the  dicta  in  Stokoe  v.  Singers j  in  which 
such  an  act  is  treated  as  essential  in  order  to  make  out  the  loss  of 
the  element,  have  never  been  followed.] 

By  the  civil  law  an  urban  servitude  could  not  be  lost  by  mere  Civil  law  re- 
abandonment  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant,  unless,  2ct^l»  done 
during  the  cessation  of  enjoyment,  some  act  was  done  by  the  bjaervlent 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement  evincing  an  intention  of  defeating 
the  servitude— as  if  a  man  having  a  window  should  have  stopped 
it  up  during  a  certain  time,  a  previously  acquired  easement  of  the 
passage  of  light  would  not  have  been  lost,  unless  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement   had  done  something  during   the  interval   to 
obstruct  the  passage  of  light :  so,  too,  in  the  case  of  an  easement 
tigni  immittendi,  mere  removal  of  the  beam  was  not  sufficient  to 
defeat  the  right,  unless  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  stopped 
up  the  hole  in  which  the  beam  was  placed  (n)  ;  and,  on  the  same 
ground,  by  no  lapse  of  time  would  the  right  be  lost  during  which, 


owner. 


(m)  Smithv,  Baxter^  [1900]  2  Ch.  138.  CoUmial  Stores,  Ltd.,  [1904]  A.  C.  179, 

This  deoision  was  based  upon  a  passage  it  does  not  appear  that  the  decision  in 

in   the  judgment  of  Cotton,  L.  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Baxter  is  thereby  affected.    See 

Scott  V.  Fape  (1886),  31  Ch.  Biv.  664 ;  Andrews  v.   Waite,   [1997]  2  Ch.   600, 

bat,  though  the  judgments  in  this  case  609. 

were  criticifled   in   CoUe  v.  Hom$   and  {n)  Hfec  autem  jura  Bimiliter,  ut  rus- 
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ment. 


Geoation  erf    owing  to  the  delay  in  rebuilding  the  aeryient  tenement,  the  eaae- 
—  ment  oould  not  be  exercised  (o). 

Although,  however,  there  appears  to  be  no  [sufficient]  authority 
in  our  law  for  requiring  any  such  act  as  the  condition  of  the  ex- 
tinction of  an  easement,  yet  such  an  act,  unopposed  by  the  owner 
of  the  dominant  tenement,  as  in  the  case  of  Moore  v.  Hatcson, 
would  be  almost  conclusiye  eyidence  that  there  was  no  intention  to 
preserve  the  easement. 

A  question  of  much  greater  difficulty  arises  in  those  cases  in 
which  there  has  been  no  actual  cessation  of  enjoyment,  but  the 
mode  of  enjoyment  has  been  more  or  less  altered;  and  where, 
instead  of  an  intention  to  relinquish  the  right,  an  attempt  has  been 
made  to  usurp  a  greater  right  than  the  party  was  entitled  to,  [or 
to  enjoy  it  in  a  different  manner  {p)"]. 

Assuming  that  the  encroachment  confers  no  new  right,  two 
questions  arise : — 1st,  whether  a  valid  easement  still  subsists  to  the 
extent  previously  enjoyed ;  and,  2ndly,  if  this  be  determined  in 
the  negative,  whether  the  party  is  still  at  liberty  to  restore  his 
tenement  to  its  former  condition,  and  recur  to  its  former  mode  of 
enjoyment. 

The  first  question  may  be  considered  with  reference  to  two 
distinct  classes  of  easements: — those  which  require  for  their 
enjoyment  a  permanent  adaptation  of  the  state  of  the  dominant 
tenement;  and  those  which  depend  upon  repeated  acts  of  man, 
and  require  no  permanent  alteration  in  the  dominant  tenement,  as 
rights  of  way,  or  to  draw  water  {q). 


ticoram  quoque  prfediomm,  oerto  tem- 
pore non  utendo  pereunt ;  nisi  quod 
haec  disaimilitudo  est,  quod  non  omni- 
modo  pereunt  non  utendo  ;  sed  ita  si 
yieinus  simul  libertatem  usuoapiat, 
veluti  si  e&des  tuse  aedibus  meis  serviant 
**ne  altius  toUantur/'  **  no  lumiaibus 
meanim  sedium  officiatur  "  ;  et  ego  per 
statutum  tempus  fenestras  meas  pne- 
fixas  habuero  vel  obstruxero ;  ita  demum 
jus  meum  amitto,  si  tu  per  hoc  tempus 
eedes  tuas  altius  sublatas  habueris ; 
alioquin  si  nihil  novi  feceris,  retineo 
servitutem.  Item  si  **Ugui  immiwri  " 
aedes  tusB  servitutem  debeut,  et  ego 
exemero  tignum,  ita  demum  amitto  jus 
meum,  si  tu  foramen  unde  exemptum 
est  tignum  obturaveris  et  per  oonstitu- 
tum  tempus  ita  habueris ;  alioquin,  si 
nihil  noyi  feceria,  integrum  jus  meum 


permanet. — Dig.  8,  2,  6,  de  serv.  pned. 
urb. 

(o)  Si  cam  jus  haberes  immittendi, 
vicinus  statute  tempore  sedificatum  non 
habuerit,  ideoque  neo  tu  immittere 
poteris,  non  ideo  magis  servitutem 
amittes;  quia  non  potest  videri  usuoe- 
pisse  vicinus  tuus  libertatem  aedium 
suarum,  qui  jus  tuum  non  interpeUavit. 
— Dig.  8,  6,  18,  {  2,  quem.  serv.  amit. 

{p)  E.g.,  by  altering  the  plane  of  a 
window  or  the  oourse  of  a  stream  (and 
of.  Mercer  v.  Denne,  [1904]  2  Ch.  634 ; 
[1905]  2  Gh.  638).  This  method  of 
alteration  is  distinguishable  from  mere 
encroachment;  but  the  oases  are  so 
much  intermixed  that  it  is  impossible  to 
separate  them  in  statement. 

{q)  This  question  is  discussed  with 
refereooe  to  the  latter  olaes,  post,  p.  666. 
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With  respeot  to  those  easements  which  require  for  their  enjoy-  Alteration  by 
ment  a  permanent  adaptation  of  the  state  of  the  dominant  tene-        ment.  ' 
ment,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  reconcile  the  [earlier]  decisions,  -vrhere 
or  to  extract  any  clear  or  intelligible  principle  from  them ;  but  it  ^ominant 

_  -,_,  _  _      b6xieni6Dt 

appears  [even  in  the  earlier  cases]  to  be  admitted  that,  if  the  permanentlj 
alteration  in  the  mode  of  enjoyment  is  such  as  clearly  not  to  *^'®^^' 
render  the  easement  more  onerous  on  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement,  the  right  remains  unimpaired ;  [on  the  other  hand  it 
may  be  considered  as  settled  that  any  alteration  in  the  dominant 
tenement  which  imposes  an  additional  burden  on  the  servient 
tenement,  will  certainly  suspend  the  right,  and  may  destroy  it 
altogether  (7). 

The  cases  are  numerous,  but  it  will  be  well  to  go  through  them 
in  their  order.] 

In  Cherrtngton  v.  Abney  (r),  a  bill  was  filed  for  an  injunction  to  Cherringt<m  v. 
prevent  stoppage  of  lights ;  there  being  six  lights  in  an  old  house,  ^  "^' 
it  was  insisted,  that  '^  in  the  new  they  should  have  but  the  same 
number  of  lights,  and  of  the  same  dimensions,  and  in  the  same 
places,  or  else  may  stop  up  and  blind  them. 

^'So  must  not  make  more  stories,  more  lights,  nor  in  other 
places. 

"  It  is  certain  they  cannot  alter  the  same  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
owner  of  the  soil — ^as  if  before  so  high  as  they  could  not  look  out 
of  them  into  the  yard,  shall  not  make  them  lower,  and  the  like ; 
for  privacy  is  valuable. 

'^  One  trial  had  another  granted." 

[The  above  dicta  can  no  longer  be  relied  upon  as  good  law. 

In  East  India  Company  v.   Vincent  {h)^  Lord  Hcuxiwicke  said:  Eatt  India  Co. 
"If  I  should  give  an  opinion  that  lengthening  of  windows,  or  ^*  ^«^'''- 
making  more  lights  in  the  old  wall  than  there  were  formerly  (^), 
would  vary  the  right  of  persons,  it  might  create  innumerable 
disputes  in  populous  cities,  especially  in  London ;  and,  therefore, 


(q)  See    Ankerton    ▼.    Connelly^  post,  dominant  tenement  is  not  entitled  to  aU 

p.  548.  the  light  coming  through  the  windows, 

(r)  (1709),  2  Venion,  646,  cor.  King,  ^«t  0^7  »<>  much  as  is  necessary  to 

£,  Q^  render  the  occupation  of  the  dominant 

im\  M'-im   0  AfV  R^  tenement   reasonably  comfortable,   the 

W  li<*";»  ^  -^«-  o**-  enlargement  Hi  windows  in  the  dominant 

{t)  It  mnst  be  borne  in  mind,  in  con-  tenement  would  not  increase  the  burden 

ndering  the  cases  cited,  that  idnoe  it  has  imposed  on  the  servient  tenemeot,  but 

been  settled  by  the  decision  in  Colls  y,  would  have  the  contrary  effect;  see  post, 

Ilom0  and  Cohmxal  Storetf  Ltd.^  that  the  p.  647. 

o.  34 
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Martin  v. 
GobU. 


Alteration  by  [I  do  not  give  an  absolute  opinion,  but  I  should  rather  think  it  does 

encroach-  ,  x^       •   "Li.  »n 

ment.        iiot  vary  the  nght."] 
Cottereiiy.  In    Cotterell  V.    Oriffit/is  {u),  it  appeared   that  the   plaintiff's 

*■*#'   •  windows  hcui  never  been  completely  opened  until  a  short  time 

before  the  action  was  brought,  but  there  had  been  blinds  sloping 
upwards  without  giving  any  view  over  the  defendant's  premises. 
Lord  Kenyon  ruled  that,  the  defendant  having  by  his  act  made 
the  plaintiff's  windows  darker  than  they  were  when  the  blinds 
were  up,  the  action  was  sustainable. 

In  Martin  v.  Goble  (x),  where  a  building  having  been  used  for 
upwards  of  twenty  years  as  a  malthouse  was  converted  into  a 
dwelling-house,  McDonald,  C.  B.,  held  that  "  the  house  was  entitled 
to  the  degree  of  light  necessary  for  a  malthouse,  and  not  for  a 
dwelling-house;  the  converting  it  from  one  to  the  other  could  not 
affect  the  rights  of  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  ground ;  no  man 
could,  by  any  act  of  his,  suddenly  impose  a  new  restriction  upon 
his  neighbour.''     [This  decision  was  expressly  dissented  from  in 
Moore  V.  IIall{t/)j'hut  the  decision  in  Colls  y.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores^ 
Ltd,  (s),  having  settled  that  the  easement  of  light  is  and  always 
has  been  a  question  of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance,  it  would  seem  that, 
unless  the  building,  though  used  as   a  malthouse,  was  so  well 
lighted  as  to  enable  it  to  be  converted  into  a  dwelling-house  without 
the  addition  of  any  new  windows  or  any  increase  in  the  size  or 
form  of  the  existing  windows  (upon  which  point  the  report  is 
silent),  the  decision  might  be  supported  on  the  ground  that  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  an  obstruction  was  a  nuisance  must  be 
decided  by  reference  to  the  easement  acquired  by  the  former  enjoy- 
ment (a),  and  that  the  addition  to  or  alteration  in  the  windows  on 
the  conversion  of  the  building  into  a  dwelling-house  would  increase 
the  burden  on  the  servient  tenement  (6).    The  concluding  words 
of  the  passage  above  quoted  were  cited,  apparently  with  approval, 
in  Colls  V.  Some  and  Colonial  Stores,  Ltd.l^ 

In  Chandler  v.  Thompson  (c),  it  appeared  "that  there  had  been 
for  many  years  a  smjdl  window  in  the  place  in  question.    About 


Chandler  v. 
Thompson. 


(u)  (1801),  4  Esp.  69. 

[x]  (1808),  1  Camp.  332. 

(y)  (1878),  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  D.  178. 

[z)   [1904]    A.    C.    179;    see    above, 
p.  324. 

{a)    See     the     judgment    of     Lord 


Chelmsford  in  Tapling  v.  Jonetf  post, 
p.  544. 

{b)  Colh  y.  Home  and  Colonial  Storetf 
Ltd.  (ubi  sup.),  per  Lord  Lindley  at 
p.  211 ;  and  see  per  Lord  Davej,  at 
pp.  201,  202. 

(c)  (1811),  3  Camp.  80;  13R.R.756. 
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three  years  before  the  action  was  brought  the  plaintiff  consider-  Alteration  by 
ably  enlarged  it,  both  in  height  and  width,  and  put  in  a  sash        ment. 
frame  instead  of  a  leaded  casement  {d).    The  defendant,  who  was    chandler  tT 
the  owner  of  the  adjoining  ground,  then  covered  several  inches  of     Thompson. 
the  space  occupied  by  the  old  window,  but  still  admitted  more 
light  to  pass  through  the  new  window  than  the  plaintiff  had 
enjoyed  before  the  alteration."    Le  Blanc,  J.,  ruled,  "that  the 
whole  space  occupied  by  the  old  window  was  privileged,  and  that 
it  was  actionable  to  prevent  the  light  and  air  passing  through  as 
it  had  formerly  done.     That  part  of  the  new  window  which 
constituted  the  enlargement  might  be  lawfully  obstructed;   but 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  free  admission  of  light  and  air 
through  the  remainder  of  the  window,  without  reference  to  what 
he  might  derive  from  other  sources." 

In  Oarritt  v.  Sharp  («),  it  appeared  that,  for  upwards  of  twenty  Garritt  v. 
years,  the  building  in  question  had  been  a  bam,  on  the  side  ^^' 
of  which,  abutting  on  the  defendant's  premises,  were  several 
apertures,  about  one  or  two  inches  wide,  through  which  light  and 
air  passed  to  the  barn,  the  only  other  opening  being  the  bam  door: 
the  plaintiff's  case  was,  that  these  openings  were  made  for  the 
purpose  of  admitting  light  and  air ;  the  defendant  contended  that 
they  had  been  caused  by  decay  and  wear,  by  the  boards  shrinking. 
In  1833  the  plaintiff  turned  the  barn  into  a  malthouse,  stopped 
some  of  the  crevices,  and  converted  others,  by  cutting,  into 
windows,  to  which  he  put  lattices.  The  defendant  then  erected  a 
wall  which  prevented  the  access,  not  only  of  any  additional  light 
which  might  have  been  obtained  by  the  alteration,  but  also,  as 
the  plaintiff  alleged,  of  that  quantity  which  came  into  the  building 
in  its  original  state.  The  defendant  (as  was  stated  on  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial)  offered  evidence  to  show  that  the  alteration 
in  the  mode  of  admitting  light  to  the  plaintiff's  building  was 
injurious  to  the  defendant's  adjoining  property;  such  evidence, 
however,  was  not  received.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say,  whether  the  apertures  were  originally  placed  there  on 
purpose  to  admit  light,  and  whether  the  defendant  had  obstructed 
any  portion  of  the  light  (/)  admitted;  and  in  case  of  their  jSnd- 


(d)  See  note  (/),  p.  629.  (/)  Tho  word  "  originally  "  seems  to 

an  have  been  omitted  here ;  there  was  no 

(<?)  (1836),  3  A.   &  E.  325 ;  S.  C,  4  question  that  some  light  had  been  ob- 

N.  &  M.  834.  stmcted. 
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Alteration  by  ing  in  the  affirmative  on  these  questions,  he  directed  them,  if 

ment.        the  light  now  fell   short  of    the  quantity  before    enjoyed  by 

Garritt  v.     ^^^  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  his  bam,  to  give  damages  for  such 

Sharp,       diminution.     The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff.     A  new  trial  was 

moved  for — first,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  on  which  it  was 

contended,  that  "  the  proof  given  respecting  the  apertures  in  the 

bam  did  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  any  enjoyment  of  windows 

which  admitted  light  more  extensively,  and  in  an  entirely  different 

manner;    and  that  no  licence  for  such  an  enjoyment  could  be 

presumed  from  the  licence,  if  proved,  to  have  crevices  in  the  wall 

of  the  bam."    The  rejection  of  evidence  above  mentioned  was  also 

relied  on  as  a  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

The  Court  granted  a  new  trial,  principally,  as  it  should  seem, 
on  the  ground  that,  "  although  the  point  was  made,  yet  the  jury 
were  not  required  by  the  judge  to  consider  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  essentially  varied  the  manner  in  which  the  light  was  enjoyed." 
In  the  concluding  part  of  the  judgment  is  the  following  passage: 
"  It  is  enough  to  say,  that  a  party  may  so  alter  the  mode  in  which 
he  has  been  permitted  to  enjoy  this  kind  of  easement  as  to  lose 
the  right  altogether;  and,  in  this  case,  some  part,  even  of  the 
plaintiff's  proofs,  made  it  proper  that  the  opinion  of  the  jury 
should  be  taken  upon  that  subject." 

[The  decision  did  not  proceed  on  the  enlargement  only,  and 
possibly  not  at  all.  It  was  suggested  in  argument  that  the  manner 
of  introducing  light  was  entirely  altered;  and  Lord  Denman 
observed  that,  while  the  old  openings  could  not  overlook  the 
neighbouring  premises,  the  windows  might.  But  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  this  could  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  depriving  the  dominant 
tenement  of  the  easement  of  light;  and  probably  the  decision 
could  not  now  be  relied  on  as  a  precedent.] 

In  Blanchard  v.  Bridges  (/),  the  alteration  of  the  windows,  upon 
which  the  question  arose,  was  assumed  by  the  Court  in  their  judg- 
ment to  consist  of  '^a  carrying  out  of  the  walls  (in  which  the 
windows  were),  five  feet,  in  the  same  direction;"  and,  it  shoidd 
seem,  an  alteration  of  their  shape  into  bay-windows, — ^the  original 
wall  having  been  destroyed. 

Patteson,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said,  "  As 
to  the  windows  at  the  east,  the  case  finds  that  they  do  not  occupy 
the  places  of  the  old  windows :  the  wall,  in  which  those  windows 


Blanchard 
V.  Jiridget, 


(/)  (1885),  4  A.  &  £.  176  ;  6  Ner.  &  Man.  567 ;  58  R.  B.  208. 
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"were,  no  longer  exists ;  and,  assuming  that  no  greater  change  of  Alteration  by 
position  has  been  made  than  is  necessarily  consequent  upon  a  ment. 
carrying  out  of  the  side  walls  five  feet,  and  converting  the  termi-  ^lanehard  v. 
nation  into  a  bow,  such  a  change  is,  in  our  opinion,  sufficient  to  Bridges, 
prevent  their  being  clothed  with  the  same  rights  as  the  former 
windows.  In  whatever  way  precisely  the  right  to  enjoy  the  un- 
obstructed access  of  light  and  air  from  adjoining  land  may  be 
acquired  (a  question  of  admitted  nicety),  still  the  act  of  the  owner 
of  such  land,  from  which  the  right  flows,  must  have  reference  to 
the  state  of  things  at  the  time  when  it  is  supposed  to  have  taken 
place ;  and,  as  the  act  of  the  one  is  inferred  from  the  enjoyment 
of  the  other  owner,  it  must,  in  reason,  be  measured  by  that  enjoy- 
ment. The  consent,  therefore,  cannot  fairly  be  extended  beyond 
the  access  of  light  and  air  through  the  same  aperture  (or  one  of 
the  same  dimensions  and  in  the  same  position),  which  existed  at 
the  time  when  such  consent  is  supposed  to  have  been  given.  It 
appears  to  us  that  convenience  and  justice  both  require  this  limi- 
tation ;  if  it  were  once  admitted  that  a  new  window,  varying  in 
size,  elevation,  or  position,  might  be  substituted  for  an  old  one, 
without  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  submit  to  juries  questions  of  degree,  often  of  a 
very  uncertain  nature,  and  upon  very  unsatisfactory  evidence. 
And,  in  the  same  case,  a  party,  who  had  acquiesced  in  the  exist- 
ence of  a  window  of  a  given  size,  elevation,  or  position,  because  it 
was  felt  to  be  no  annoyance  to  him,  might  be  thereby  concluded 
as  to  some  other  window,  to  which  he  might  have  the  greatest 
objection,  and  to  which  he  would  never  have  assented  if  it  had 
come  in  question  in  the  first  instance.  The  case  of  Chandler  v. 
Thompson  (g)  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  this  reasoning. 
There,  an  ancient  window  had  been  enlarged ;  the  original  aper- 
ture remained:  and  the  case  only  decided  that  that  aperture 
remained  privileged  as  before  the  enlargement.  We  do  not  forget 
that  the  windows  in  the  present  case,  whatever  their  privilege  may 
be,  do  not  claim  it  as  aticient  windows  in  the  ordinary  way  from 
an  acquiescence  of  twenty  years ;  but  this  circumstance  furnishes 
no  ground  for  any  distinction  as  to  the  point  now  under  consi- 
deration." 

The  Court  also  decided  that  the  plaintiff  had  acquired  no  ease- 
ment even  for  the  original  windows. 


ig)  (ISU),  3  Campb.  80 ;  13  B.  B.  756. 
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Alteration  by       [This  deoiflion  ako,  if  not  actually  overruled  by   Tapling  ▼. 
mcDt.        Jonefi  (A),  must  now  be  held  limited  to  cases  where  the  right  in 
question  arises  by  express  grant  and  not  by  enjoyment  under  the 
statute  (/). 

Arcedekne  v.  In  Arccdehie  V.  Kelk  {k),  a  plaintiff  who  in  a  trivial  degree  had 
herself  obstructed  the  light  and  air  to  her  dwelling  was  held  not 
to  have  thereby  lost  the  right  to  complain  of  an  obstruction  by  the 
defendant.] 

LuttreViCaae.       Similar  questions  have  arisen  in  the  cases  of  other  easements. 
In  LuttreVa  Case  (/)  an  action  was  brought  for  the  diversion  of 
water.     The  declaration  stated  that  "  the  plaintiff,  on  the  4th  of 
March  in  the  40th  year  of  Elizabeth,  was  seised  in  fee  of  two  old 
and  ruinous  fulling-mills,  and  that  from  time  whereof,  &c.,  magna 
pars  aqu8B  cujusdam  rivuli  ran  from  a  place  called  Hod  Weir  to 
the  said  mills ;  and  that  for  all  the  said  time  there  had  been  a 
bank  to  keep  the  water  within  the  current ;  and  that  afterwards 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  8th  October,  41  Eliz.,  pulled  down  the  said 
fulling-mills,  and  in  June,  42  Eliz.,  in  place  of  the  said  fulling- 
mills  erected  two  mills  to  grind  com,  and  said  water  ran  to  the 
said  mills  until  the  10th  September  next  following ;    and  the  same 
day  the  defendants  foderunt  et  fregerunt  the  bank,  and  diverted 
the  water  from  his  mills,  &c. 

''  The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  it  was  found  against 
them,  on  which  the  plaintiff  had  judgment;  upon  which  the 
defendant  brought  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  on 
which  two  errors  were  assigned.  The  principal  of  these  was,  that, 
by  the  breaking  and  abating  of  the  old  fulling-mills,  and  by  the 
building  of  new  mills  of  another  nature,  the  plaintiff  had  destroyed 
the  prescription  and  could  not  prescribe  to  have  any  water-course 
to  grist-mills:  ^ As  if  a  man  grants  me  a  water-course  to  my 
fulling-miUs,  I  cannot,  as  it  was  said,  convert  them  to  corn-mills, 
nee  e  contra.' 

''  One  of  these  cases  cited  in  argument  was  from  10  Hen.  7, 
13  a,  b,  and  16  Hen.  7,  9  a,  b,  ^  where  the  abbot  of  Newark 
granted  by  fine  to  find  three  chaplains  in  such  a  chapel  of  the 
conusee;  afterwards  the  said  chapel  fell,  and  there  tenetur — 
(during  the  time  there  is  no  chapel),  the  divine  service  shall  cease, 


(A)  (1865),  11  H.  L.  C.  290,  below,  {%)  PerBowen,  L.  J.,  ibid.  p.  573. 

p.  539.   See  per  North,  J.,  in  SeottY.  Fape  \k)  (1858),  2  Giff.  683. 

(1886),  L.  B.  31  Ch.  Div.  at  p.  661.  (/)  (1738),  4  Bep.  86,  a. 
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for  it  ought  to  be  done  in  a  decent  and  reverend  manner,  and  not  Alteration  by 
at  large,  sub  dio  ;  but  tenetur,  i{  the  ohapel  is  rebuilt  in  the  same        ment. 
place  where  the  old  stood,  then  he  ought  to  do  the  divine  service  zuttreVs  Gate. 
again ; '  but  (it  was  collected)  if  it  is  built  in  another  place,  then 
the  grantee  is  not  bound  to  do  divine  service  there. 

"  The  next  case  cited  strongly  supports  the  principle  that  an 
alteration,  whereby  a  greater  burthen  would  be  imposed,  destroys 
.the  right  altogether.  '  If  there  be  lord  and  tenant,  and  the  tenant 
holds  to  cover  and  repair  the  lord's  hall,  as  in  the  10  Edw.  3,  23, 
in  this  case,  if  the  hall  falls,  yet  if  the  lord  builds  the  hall  in  the 
same  place  where  it  was  before,  and  of  such  bigness  as  it  was 
before,  the  tenant  is  bound  to  cover  it ;  but  if  it  is  of  greater 
length  or  breadth,  so  as  prejudice  may  come  to  the  tenant,  or  if 
it  is  built  in  another  place,  or  if  that  which  was  the  hall  is  con- 
verted to  a  cow-house,  a  stable,  a  kitchen,  or  the  like,  he  is  not 
bound  to  cover  it ;  for  the  lord,  by  his  act,  cannot  alter  the  nature 
of  the  tenure,  nor  of  the  service  which  the  tenant  ought  to  do.' 

^'  It  was  contended  in  argument,  that  the  alteration  from  fulling- 
mills  to  corn-mills  might  be  injurious  to  the  grantor,  because  he 
might  have  corn-mills  himself,  the  proximity  of  others  to  which 
might  injure  him  ;  and  the  principle  was  denied,  that  a  man  may 
preserve  an  easement  by  rebuilding  on  the  same  spot,  and  in  the 
same  manner,  unless  the  previous  destruction  had  been  caused  by 
some  act  of  God,  as  by  tempest  or  lightning ;  but  it  was  resolved, 
*  that  the  prescription  did  extend  to  these  new  grist-mills,  for  it 
appears  by  the  register,  and  also  by  Fitz.  Nat.  Brev.,  that  if  a 
man  is  to  demand  a  grist-mill,  fulling-mill,  or  any  other  mill,  the 
writ  shall  be  general,  de  uno  molendino,  without  any  addition  of 
grist  or  fulling.  21  Ass.  23,  agrees  of  a  plaint  in  assize ;  so  that 
the  mill  is  the  substance  and  thing  to  be  demanded,  and  the 
addition  of  grist  or  fulling  are  but  to  show  the  quality  or  nature 
of  the  mill ;  and  therefore,  if  the  plaintiff  had  prescribed  to  have 
the  said  watercourse  to  his  mill  generally  (as  he  well  might),  then 
the  case  would  be  without  question  that  he  might  alter  the  mill 
into  what  nature  of  a  mill  he  pleased,  provided  always  that  no 
prejudice  should  thereby  arise,  either  by  diverting  or  stopping  of 
the  water  as  it  was  before ;  and  it  should  be  intended  that  the 
grant  to  have  the  watercourse  was  before  the  building  of  the  mills, 
for  nobody  would  build  a  mill  before  he  was  sure  to  have  water, 
and  then  the  grant  of  a  watercourse  being  generally  to  his  mill, 
he  may  alter  the  quality  of  the  mill  at  his  pleasure  as  is  aforesaid.' 
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^^  So,  if  a  man  has  estovers,  either  by  grant  or  prescription,  to 
his  house,  although  he  alter  the  rooms  and  chambers  of  this  house, 
as  to  make  a  parlour  where  it  was  the  hall,  or  the  hall  inhere  the 
parlour  was,  and  the  like  alteration  of  the  qualities,  and  not  of  the 
house  itself,  and  without  making  new  chimneys,  by  iB^hich  no 
prejudice  accrues  to  the  owner  of  the  wood,  it  is  not  any  destme- 
tion  of  the  prescription,  for  then  many  prescriptions  would  be 
destroyed ;  and  although  he  builds  a  new  chimney,  or  makes  a  new 
addition  to  his  old  house,  by  that  he  shall  not  lose  his  prescription, 
but  he  cannot  employ  or  spend  any  of  his  estovers  on  the  part 
newly  added, — the  same  law  of  conduits  and  water-pipes  and  the 
like. 

**  So,  if  a  man  has  an  old  window  to  his  hall  and  afterwards  he 
converts  the  hall  into  a  parlour,  or  any  other  use,  yet  it  is  not 
lawful  for  his  neighbour  to  stop  it,  for  he  shall  prescribe  to  have 
the  light  in  such  part  of  his  house ;  and  although  in  this  case  ihe 
plaintifP  has  made  a  question,  forasmuch  as  he  has  not  prescribed 
generally,  but  particularly  to  his  fulliog-mills,  yet  forasmuch  as 
in  general  the  mill  was  the  substance,  and  the  addition  demonstrates 
only  the  quality,  and  the  alteration  was  not  of  the  substance,  but 
only  of  the  quality  or  name  of  the  mill,  and  that  without  any 
prejudice  in  the  watercourse  to  the  owner  thereof,  for  these  reasons 
it  was  resolved  that  the  prescription  remained."    A  further  ease 
is  mentioned  of  a  grant  to  a  corporation,  who  were  afterwards 
incorporated  by  another  name;  it  was  held,  that  they  retained 
all  their  franchises  and  privileges,  because  no  person  would  be 
prejudiced  thereby  (m). 

So,  in  Saunders  v.  Newman  (n),  where  the  claim  in  the  declara- 
tion was  for  a  mill  generally,  it  was  held,  that  the  right  to 
the  discharge  of  the  water  was  not  lost  by  an  alteration  in  the 
dimensions  of  the  mill-wheel.  *^The  owner  of  (a  mill),"  said 
Abbott,  J.,  in  that  case,  ^'  is  not  bound  to  use  the  water  in  the 
same  precise  manner  or  to  apply  it  to  the  same  mill ;  if  he  were, 
that  would  stop  all  improvements  in  machinery ;  if,  indeed,  the 
alterations  made  from  time  to  time  prejudice  the  right  of  the  lower 
mill,  the  case  would  be  different." 

In  Thomas  v.  Thomas  (o),  the  action  was  brought  for  a  disturb- 


(m)  [Cf.  Baxendale  ▼.  McMurray(\%^l), 
L.  R.  2  Ch.  790J 

(fi)  (1818),  1  B.  &  A.  258;  19  B.  R. 
312  ;  ante,  p.  253. 


(o)  (1835),  2  G.  M.  ft  R.  34 ;  I  Oftle, 
61 ;  41  R.  R.  678.  [Aoo.  Earte^  t. 
Walters  (1872),  L.  R.  8  0.  P.  162.] 
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ance  of  the  easement  of  eaves-droppings ;  and  it  appeared  that  the  Alteration  by 
height  of  the  wall,  and  the  projection  of  the  thatch  from  which        ment. ' 
the  water  fell,  had  heen  increased  within  five  or  six  years  before     x/tonuu  v 
the  action  was  brought.     The  defendants  had  built  up  a  wall  on       Thomas. 
their  own  premises,  so  as  to  prevent  the  water  falling  from  the 
thatch  at  all.     The  jury  found  for  the  plaintifP,  and  the  Court 
ref  ased  to  disturb  the  verdict ;  but  the  point  appears  to  have  been 
very  slightly  urged,  and  consequently  but  little  considered  by  the 
Court. 

So,  in  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Sici/i  (;;),  where  the  plaintiff  had  a  Sally,  Swift, 
right  to  water  flowing  from  the  defendant's  land  across  a  lane 
to  his  own  land,  and  it  appeared  that,  '^  formerly,  the  stream 
meandered  a  little  down  the  lane  before  it  flowed  into  the  plaintiff's 
land,  and  that,  in  the  year  1835,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  render 
its  eojoyment  more  commodious  to  himself,  a  little  varied  the 
course,  by  making  a  straight  cut  direct  from  the  opening  or  spout 
under  the  defendant's  hedge  across  the  lane  to  his  own  premises  " ; 
and  this,  it  was  contended,  negatived  the  right  claimed  in  the 
declaration.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment,  said :  '^  If  such  an 
objection  as  this  were  allowed  to  prevail,  any  right,  however 
ancient,  might  be  lost  by  the  most  minute  alteration  in  the  mode 
of  enjoyment, — the  making  straight  a  crooked  bank  or  foot-path 
would  have  this  result.  No  authority  has  been  cited,  nor  am  I 
aware  of  any  principle  of  law  or  common  sense  upon  which  such 
an  argument  could  base  itself  "  (9). 

[Commenting  upon  the   decisions  above  quoted,    the  author  Principle  of 
observed  that]   it  was  directly  admitted  in  many  of  the  cases,  ment  by^n- 
and  in  none  was  it  denied,  that  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  croaohment. 
dominant  tenement  to  make  alterations  in  the  mode  of  his  enjoy- 
ment was,  in  all  cases,  subject  to  the  condition,  that  no  additional 
restriction  or  burthen  be  thereby  imposed  on  the  servient  heritage ; 
and    that    although,    where    the    amount    of    excess    could    be 
ascertained  and  separated,  as  in  the  case  of  Estovers  (r),  such 
excess  alone  was  bad,  and  the  original  right  would  nevertheless 
remain,  yet,  in  those  cases  where  the  original  and  excessive  uses 
were  so  blended  together  that  it  would  be  impossible,  or  even 
difficult,  to  separate  them,  and  to  impede  the  one  without,  at  the 

(p)  (1838),  6  Soott,  167 ;  4  Bing.  N.  G.  a  natural  ligbti  not  an  easement.] 
881 ;  44  R.  B.  728. 

(q)  (This,  however,  was  a  case  of  an  (r)  LuttreVt  Case  (1738),  4  Rep.  86,  a ; 

altmtion  in  the  mode  of  enjoyment  of  aboye,  p.  531. 
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same  time,  affecting  the  enjoyment  of  the  other,  the  right  to  enjoy 
the  easement  at  all  appeared  to  he  lost,  so  long  as  the  dominant 
tenement  remained  in  its  altered  form.  It  was  admitted  hy 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  case  of  Garn'tt  v.  Sharp  (<), 
that  "  the  mode  of  enjoying  an  easement  might  be  so  changed  as 
to  defeat  the  right  altogether  "  ;  and  it  would  seem,  on  principle, 
that  this  consequence  should  ensue,  at  all  events  to  the  above 
extent,  wherever  a  material  injury  is  caused  to  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement  by  the  alteration,  and  the  original  and  usurped 
enjoyments  are  so  mixed  together  as  to  be  incapable  of  being 
separately  opposed. 

If,  [he  argued,]  such  increased  enjoyment  would  clearly  narrow 
the  servient  owner's  original  right  of  building  or  otherwise  acting 
on  his  own  property,  his  tenure  was  damnified ;  for  though,  in 
strictness  of    law,   he    might   still   build,  provided  he  did   not 
injure  the  original  easement,  he  could  now  do  so  only  under  the 
condition  of  being  subject  to  the  opinion  of  a  jury,  on  a  question 
so  nice  as  that,  whether  the  building  in  question,  clearly  injurious 
as  it  would  be  to  the  usurped  right,  was  or  was  not  so  to   the 
original  right.     The  difficulty  of  this  question  woidd  be  increased 
in  proportion  to  the  magnitude  of  the  alteration,  and  the  lapse  of 
time  since  it  was  made ;  consequently,  in  point  of  fact,  in  every 
case  of  negative  easement,  where  no  action  is  maintainable  for  the 
simple  enjoyment,  the  servient  owner  would  be  compelled  to  sub- 
mit to  almost  any  usurpation,  as  in  very  few  instances  oould  he 
safely  exercise  his  right  of  obstruction. 

[The  author]  further  observed,  that  as  all  easements  are  restric- 
tions upon  the  natural  rights  of  property,  in  every  cose  of  oonfliot 
between  the  interest  of  the  owners  of  the  dominant  and  servient 
tenements,  the  liberty  of  the  latter  is  more  favourably  regarded 
by  the  law  than  the  attempts  of  the  former  to  limit  it ;  and  there- 
fore, even  supposing  the  dominant  owner  to  retain  his  right  of 
action  for  what  would  have  been  a  disturbance  of  the  original 
easement,  it  would  be  incumbent  on  him  to  show,  in  order  to 
maintain  his  action,  that  the  obstruction  to  the  usurped  was 
clearly  an  interference  with  such  original  right ;  and  also,  if  this 
were  made  out,  it  should  seem  he  should  further  show  that  the 
usurped  portion  was  capable  of  being  obstructed  without  disturbing 
the  original  easement. 


(«)  (1835),  3  A.  &  E.  325 ;  4  Kev.  &  M.  834. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Bknchard  v.  Principle  of 
Biyiges  [was,  he  said,]  in  accordance  with  these  positions ;  but  ment  by  en- 
it  seemed  difficult  to  reconcile  these  principles  with  some  of  the  croaohment. 
earlier  Nisi  Prius  decisions.  In  Cotterell  v.  Griffiths  (t)y  where 
the  right  was  to  have  light  through  windows  impeded  by  blinds 
sloping  upwards  admitting  light  only,  but  giving  no  view,  it  would 
be  almost  impossible  for  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  to  restrict 
the  passage  of  air  to  the  original  amount  when  the  blinds  had  been 
removed.  To  the  case  of  Chandler  v.  Thompson  (w),  the  same 
observations  applied :  in  this  latter  case,  if  the  house  were  not 
built  to  the  extreme  edge  of  the  dominant  tenement,  it  must  be 
physically  impossible  to  obstruct  the  light  passing  through  the 
increased  portion  without  at  the  same  time  darkening  the  original 
aperture.  In  the  case  of  a  watercourse  this  difficulty  of  fact 
could  rarely  occur;  but  there,  as  in  the  other  instances  men- 
tioned in  LuttreVs  Case^  the  fact  of  any  prejudice  thereby  arising 
to  the  servient  heritage  would  be  equally  fatal  to  the  validity  of 
the  easement  in  its  altered  form  (x). 

[The  author's  views  were  supported,  after  the  publication  of  this 
treatise,  in  several  reported  decisions  (^),  but  in  others  they  were 
criticised  or  dissented  from  (z),  and  by  the  decision  in  Tapliiig  v. 
Jories  (a)  it  was  settled  that  these  views  were  erroneous,  that  case 
having  decided  that  an  easement  of  light  once  acquired  may  not  be 
obstructed  on  the  ground'  that  it  is  sought  to  obstruct  only  some 
increased  enjoyment  of  the  easement,  if  it  is  not  possible  to  obstruct 
the  increased  enjoyment  without  at  the  same  time  obstructing  the 
easement  already  acquired. 

Jofies  V.  Tapling  {h)  was  an  action  for  obstructing  the  lights  of  TapUng  v. 
No.  107,  Wood  Street,  Cheapside,  in  the  city  of  London.     The    ^^'^^ 
plaintiff  had,  in  1857,  made  alterations  in  107,  Wood  Street,  to 
adapt  it  to  his  adjoining  new  warehouses,  by  lowering  the  first 
and  second  floors,  and  lowering  two  out  of  three  ancient  windows 
in  them  so  as  to  suit  the  new  position  of  the  floors.     One  of  the 


(0  (1801),  4  Eep.  69;  ante,  p.  630.  C.  B.  N.  S.  102. 

iu)  (1811),  3  Camp.  80-;  ante,  p.  630.  (z)   Wilson  v,  Townmd  (I860),  2  Gi£f. 

\x)  [See   Catckwell  y.   RutieU  (1866),  324 ;  6  Jur.  N.  S.  1109;  Coopers.  Hub- 

26  L.  J.  Exch.  34,  aoc.].  buck  (1860),  30  Baav.  160  ;  7  Jur.  N.  S. 

{y)  Retishaw  v.  Bean  (1862),  18  Q.  B.  467  ;  Hulehituon  v.  Copestake^  on  app., 

112  ;  Caukwell  v.  Russell  (1856),  26  L.  J.  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  863. 

Exch.  34;  Davits  y.  Marshall  (1861),  1  (a)  (1861-5),  11  H.  L.  C.  290. 

Br.   &  Sm.   657;   7   Jur.   N.   8.   720;  [b]  (1861-5),  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  283  ;  12 

Turner  v.  Spooner  (1861),  4  L.  T.  N.  S.  C.  B.  N.  S.  826 ;  11  H.  L.  C.  290,  nom. 

732 ;  Hutchinson  y.   Copesiake  (1860),  8  Tapling  v.  Joftes, 
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l^o?&L^    [lowered  windows  was  about  one  foot  longer  than  before,  and  the 
ment  by  en-    other  was  about  the  same  size  as  the  old  one ;  and  both  occupied 

—  parts  of  the  old  apertures.      He  had  also  built  two  additional 

Jones  ^'  ^*^"®s»  "^^1^  windows  in  each,  these  windows  being  eo  situated 
that  it  was  impossible  for  the  adjoining  owner  to  obstruct  them 
without  also  obstructing  to  an  equal  or  greater  extent  that  portion 
of  the  first-mentioned  windows  and  lights  which  occupied  the  site 
of  the  ancient  windows  in  No.  107.  The  defendant,  who  was 
tenant  of  the  adjoining  property,  built  a  warehouse  upon  it,  with 
a  wall  of  such  a  height  as  to  obstruct  the  whole  erf  the  windows 
of  107,  Wood  Street.  After  the  defendant's  wall  was  completed, 
the  plaintiff  caused  his  altered  windows  to  be  restored  to  their 
original  state  as  to  size  and  position,  and  the  new  windows  to  be 
blocked  up  by  filling  up  the  spaces  with  brickwork,  and  called  on 
the  defendant  to  pull  down  his  wall,  and  restore  the  plaintiff's 
premises  to  their  former  light  and  air. 

In  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  opinions  were  equally  divided ; 
but  Keating,  J.,  the  junior  judge,  having  withdrawn  his  judg- 
ment, judgment  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff.     All  the  judges 
were  of  opinion  that  the  original  obstruction  by  the  defendant  was 
lawful ;  but  the  prevailing  opinion  (Erie,  C.  J.,  and  Williams,  J.) 
was,  that  the  continuance  of  the  obstruction  after  the  cause  for  it 
was  withdrawn  was  unlawful.     The  act  of  the  plaintiff,  said  Erie, 
C.  J.,  showed  an  intention  the  reverse  of  abandoning  any  existing 
right;   his  intention  was  to  obtain  an  increase.      The  right  of 
obstructing  the  old  window  was  limited  to  the  necessity  of  obstruct- 
ing the  new  one ;  and  the  defendant  acted  at  his  peril  if  he  chose  with 
such  a  limited  right  to  be  at  great  expense  for  a  permanent  structure. 
This    judgment    was    affirmed    in    the   Exchequer    Chamber, 
Bramwell,  B.,  and  Blackburn,  J.,  holding  that  the  original  ob- 
struction was  unlawful,  and  dissenting  from  Renshaw  v.  Bean; 
Wightman,  J.,  and  Crompton,  J.,  agreeing  with  the  opinions  of 
Erie,  C.  J.,  and  Williams,  J.,  in  the  Court  below ;  and  Pollock, 
C.  B.,  and  Martin,  B.,  dissenting,  on  the  ground  that  the  original 
obstruction  was  lawful,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to 
pull  down  his  wall  on  the  plaintiff  restoring  his  windows  to  their 
original  condition. 

'^  It  is  quite  true,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  masterly 
judgment,  ^'  that  the  opening  of  a  new  window  looking  into  the 
grounds  of  another  may  not  only  annoy  that  neighbour,  but  may 
often  affect  the  value  of  his  property.     I  do  not  doubt  that 
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[the  marketable  value  of  a  villa,  with  a  warden  enclosed  bv  trees,    Principle  ol 

lo8s  or  AftBA» 

and  secluded  from  public  view,  would  be  seriously  affected  if    mentbyen- 

a  fresh  story  were  raised  on  a  neighbouring  house,  so  as  to    croacliment. 

overtop  the  trees  and  expose  the  garden  to  the  view  of  neigh-     TapHngy. 

bours ;   but  the  law  of  England  considers  this  no  injury.     No 

action  lies  against  him  who  put  up  the  new  window  ;  there  is  no 

equity  to  restrain    him   from   doing  so ;   he  has  done   an   act 

perfectly  legal,  though  it   may  be  annoying  to  his  neighbour. 

But  though,  in  opening  a  new  window,  he  has  done  a  lawful  act, 

he  does  not  thereby    acquire  any  right  against   his  neighbour. 

That  neighbour  may  use  his  land  just  as  before ;  if  he  does  it  so 

as  to  obstruct  the  unprivileged  window,  he,  in  his  turn,  does  a 

lawful  act,  though  it  may  be  annoying  to  the  owner  of   the 

unprivileged  window.     He  does  this,  not  in  the  exercise  of  any 

new  right  to  obstruct  that  window,  but  in  exercise  of  his  former 

rights  to  use  his  property  as  before,  though  it  may  obstruct  that 

unprivileged  window.     The  motive  for  exercising  the  right  may 

be  a  wish  to  obstruct  the  window ;  but  his  right  is,  to  use  his  land 

as  before,  without  any  new  restriction^    I  may  seem  pedantically 

punctilious  in  expressing  this ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  much  of 

what  I  consider  the  fallacy  in  reasoning  of  those  from  whom  I 

differ,  consists  in  laying  down  as  a  premise  that  there  is  a  right  to 

obstruct  the  new  window  (which  is  true  in  the  sense  that  it  is  not 

wrong  to  do  acts  otherwise  lawful,  though  they  have  the  effect  of 

obstructing  the  window),  and  then  reasoning  upon  it  as  if  it  were 

true  in  the  sense  that  a  fresh  right  was  conferred,  and  therefore 

that  act,  not  otherwise  lawful,  became  excused  if  done  in  exercise 

of  that  right.     It  is  also  true  that,  at  the  end  of  twenty  years, 

the  new  window  will,  if  not  obstructed  in  the  interval,  become 

itself  privileged,  and  the  owner  of  that  window  will  have  a  right 

to  restrict  the  owner  of  the  land  from  using  his  land  so  as  to 

obstruct  the  window  thus  by  lapse  of  time  become  a  privileged 

window.    As,  by  the  hypothesis,  he  could  not  during  the  interval 

use  his  land  so  as  to  obstruct  this  as  yet  unprivileged  window, 

without  at  the  same  time  obstructing  the  old  one,  there  is  no 

more  extensive  restriction  imposed  upon  him  by  the  new  window 

becoming  privileged  than   existed   before   the  new  window  was 

opened ;  but  there  is  a  new  title  acquired  to  this  restriction ;  and, 

as  it  is  possible  that  the  two  windows  may  come  into  different 

hands,  so  that  the  owner  of  the  land,  if  he  wishes  to  buy  up  the 

rights  to  the  lights,  may  be  forced  to  bargain  with  two  persons 


^ 
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Principle  of    [instead  of  one,  some  inconvenience  may  arise  from  this ;  but  it 

lora  of  ease-     •  ,  jtij  j«tt»j^  •  •  •*      a. 

menfcbyen-    ^  remote  and  sliglit,  and  indeed  it  requires  some  ingenuity  to 
oroachment.   discover  that  any  inconvenience  can  arise  from  the  double  title 
Tapiinff  v.     to  the  Same  restriction.     The  real  hardship  upon  the  o^waers  of 
*'**'•        adjoining  land  is  in  cases  where  privacy  is  of  value ;  there,  if  an 
old  privileged  window  of  such  size  and  extent  as  to  be  an  annoy- 
ance is  to  be  respected,  it  may  deprive  the  owner  of  the  land  of  the 
power  of  obstructing  new  windows  of  such  size  and  extent  as  to 
destroy  his  privacy  altogether,  and  not  only  annoy  him,  but, 
as  I  have  already  pointed  out,  seriously  affect  the  value  of  Ins 
property.     Still,  though  this  is  a  great  damnum,  it  is  no  injuria. 
No  action  lies  for  it ;  no  injunction  in  equity  can  be  obtained  to 
prevent  it. 

"  Now,  the  supposed  plea,  if  good,  must  be  supported  on 
analogy  to  those  which  excuse  a  trespass  to  real  property,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  abating  a  nuisance 
erected  or  maintained  by  the  plaintiff,  or  an  assault  or  imprison- 
ment, as  necessary  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  committing  a  wrong, 
&c.  In  such  a  case,  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  possession  of 
his  close,  or  to  his  personal  liberty,  is  neither  destroyed  nor 
suspended;  but  the  defendant  is  excused  because  the  interference 
with  that  right  was  necessary  to  prevent  an  injury  to  himself  by 
the  plaintiff. 

"  '  The  reason,'  says  Blackstone  (3  Comm.  6),  speaking  of  the 
abatement  of  a  nuisance, '  why  the  law  allows  this  private  summary 
method  of  doing  oneself  justice,  is,  because  injuries  of  this  kind, 
which  obstruct  or  annoy  such  things  as  are  of  daily  convenience 
and  use,  require  an  immediate  remedy,  and  cannot  wait  for  the 
slow  progress  of  the  ordinary  forms  of  justice.'  This  assumes 
that  what  is  to  be  redressed  in  a  summary  way  is  an  injury 
which  might  be  redressed  by  the  ordinary  course  of  justice.  It 
would  be  a  strange  anomaly  if  we  were  to  say  that  we  do  not 
approve  of  the  old-established  doctrine  that  a  mere  invasion  of 
privacy  is  no  injury,  and,  though  admitting  that  this  doctrine  is 
so  well  established  that  no  Court  can  grant  any  redress,  we  were  to 
support  the  defendant  if  he  takes  the  law  into  his  own  hands,  and 
excuse  him  if  he  interferes  with  a  legal  right  of  his  neighbour's, 
provided  it  is  done  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  privacy. 
"Would  a  plea  be  good,  justifying  a  trespass  on  the  plaintiff's 
land  for  the  purpose  of  obstructing  this  new  window,  if  it  could 
not  otherwise  be  done  ?    Or,  if  the  plaintiff  happened  to  have  a 
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[private  right  of  way  from  his  door,  could  the  owner  of  the  servient   Principle  of 
tenement  justify  obstructing  this  right  of  way,  if  a  new  light  were    n,ent  by  en- 
thrown  out  above  the   door,  and  that  new  light  could  not  be    croachment. 
obstructed  without  obstructing  the  right  of  way  P     I  suppose  it     TapUng  v. 
will  scarcely  be  said  that  such  pleas  would  be  good ;  indeed,  Lord  *"**' 

Campbell  himself,  in  Reiishaic  v.  Bean^  confines  the  right  to 
obstruct  the  new  window  to  cases  in  which  the  party  in  doing  so 
commits  no  trespass.  But  why  should  the  defendant  be  excused 
from  interfering  with  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  light  to  his 
window  on  the  third  floor  by  an  act  of  the  plaintiff  which  would 
not  excuse  or  justify  an  interference  with  any  other  right  of  the 
plaintiff,  such  as  his  right  to  the  exclusive  possession  of  his  own 
land,  or  his  right  of  way,  if  he  had  it  P  It  is  true  that  the  act  of 
the  plaintiff  has  been  that  of  opening  new  windows,  and  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  which  is  interfered  with  is  in  respect  of  an  old 
window.  So  far  there  is  something  in  common — *  there  are  lights 
in  both.'  But,  in  every  other  respect,  they  are  as  distinct  as  any 
other  rights,  as  will  be  seen  from  this  supposed  case.  The  fourth 
and  fifth  stories  here  might  have  been  separate  tenements  at  the 
time  when  the  new  windows  were  thrown  out,  and  afterwards 
within  the  twenty  years,  have  come  into  the  same  hand  as  the  third 
floor.  I  take  it  that,  if  such  had  been  the  case,  the  defendant 
would  have  as  much  excuse  for  interfering  with  the  third  floor 
window  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  continuing  and  maintaining 
the  new  windows  as  he  now  has ;  but  it  would  then  have  been  too 
obvious  for  dispute,  that  the  right  infringed  was  a  right  wholly 
distinct  from  that  which  would  at  the  end  of  the  twenty  years  be 
acquired." 

The  same  argimients  are  further  developed  by  Baron  Bramwell, 
who  shows  the  impossibility  of  extending  the  doctrine  to  two 
adjoining  houses  belonging  to  different  owners.  The  judges  who 
decided  Blaiichard  v.  Bridges  and  Remhaw  v.  Bean  did  not  intend, 
he  says,  to  overrule  Ch^indler  v.  Thompson, 

This  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Westbury),  ofter  citing  the  third 
section  of  2  &  8  Will.  4,  c.  71,  which  enacts  that,  after  twenty 
years'  enjoyment  of  the  access  of  light  to  a  dwelling  house,  the 
right  thereto  shall  be  deemed  absolute  and  indefeasible,  observed 
that  the  right  to  light  now  depended  upon  positive  enactment, 
and  did  not  require,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be  rested  on,  any 
presumption  of  grant,  or  fiction  of  a  licence  having  been  obtained 
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PrinOTple  of    [from  the  adjoining  proprietor.     "  The  right  is  declared  by  the 
moot  by  en-    statute  to  be  absolute  and   indefeasible:    and    it  would    seem, 
croachm^t.   therefore,  that  it  cannot  be  lost  or  defeated  by  a  subsequoit 
Tapiiftg  v.     temporary  intermission  of  enjoyment  not  amounting  to  abandon- 
ment.    Moreover,  the  absolute  and  indefeasible  right  whicb  is  the 
creation  of  the  statute  is  not  subject  to  any  condition  or  qualifica- 
tion, nor  is  it  made  liable  to  be  affected  or  prejudiced  by  any 
attempt  to  retard  the  access  or  use  of  light  beyond  that  'which, 
having  been  enjoyed  uninterruptedly  during  the  required  period, 

is  declared  to  be  not  liable  to  be  defeated If   my 

adjoining  neighbour  builds  upon  his  land,  and  opens  numeroos 
windows  which  look  over  my  gardens  or  my  pleasure-grounds^  I 
do  not  acquire  from  this  act  of  my  neighbour  any  new  or  other 

right  than  I  before  possessed The  '  invasion  of  privacy 

by  opening  windows '  is  not  treated  by  the  law  as  a  wrong  for 
which  any  remedy  is  given."     He  could  not  accept  the  reasomng 
on  which  the  decisions  in   Remhaw  v.  Bean  and   Hutchinson  v. 
Copestake  were  founded.      "  Upon  examining  the  judgments  in 
those  cases,  it  would  be  seen  that  the  opening  of  the  new  windows 
is  treated  as  a  wrongful  act  done  by  the  owner  of  the  ancient 
lights,  which  occasions  the  loss  of  the  old  right  he  possessed; 
and  the  Court  asks  whether  he  can  complain  of  the  natural  con- 
sequence of  his  own  act.      Thus  two  eiToneous  assumptions  are 
involved  in  or  underlie  this  reasoning :    first,   that  the  act   of 
opening  the  new  windows  was  a  wrongful  one ;  and  secondly,  that 
such  wrongful  act  is  sufficient  in  law  to  deprive  the  party  of  his 
right  under  the  statute."     His  Lordship's  opinion  was,  that  the 
appellant's  wall,  so  far  as  it  obstructed  the  access  of  light  to  the 
respondent's  ancient  unaltered  window,  was  an  illegal  act  from  the 
beginning. 

Lord  Cranworth  gave  similar  reasons  for  his  judgment,  and 
expressed  his  dissent  from  the  reasoning  in  Renshaic  v.  Bean, 

Lord  Chelmsford  said  that  he  did  not  see  that  the  appellant's 
case  would  be  benefited  if  it  were  established,  contrary  to  the 
express  words  of  the  statute,  that  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of 
light  rested  on  the  footing  of  a  grant.  He  stated  the  law  to  be 
that  the  right  acquired  by  user  must  necessarily  be  confined  to 
the  exact  dimensions  of  the  opening  through  which  the  access  of 
light  and  air  had  been  permitted.  As  to  anjrthing  beyond,  the 
parties  possessed  exactly  the  same  relative  rights  which  they  had 
before.     The  owner  of  the  privileged  vrindow  did  nothing  unlawful 
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[if  he  enlar&fed  it,  or  made  a  new  window  in  a  different  situation.    Principle  of 

^  loss  Ol  t'ftS©" 

The  adjoining  owner  was  at  liberty  to  build  upon  his  own  ground  ment  by  en- 
so  as  to  obstruct  the  addition  to  the  old  window,  or  shut  out  the  croachment. 
new  one ;  but  he  did  not  acquire  his  former  right  of  obstructing  TapUng  v. 
the  old  window,  which  he  had  lost  by  acquiescence,  nor  did  the 
owner  of  the  old  window  lose  his  absolute  and  indefeasible  right 
to  it,  which  he  had  gained  by  length  of  user.  The  right  continued 
uninterruptedly  until  some  unequivocal  act  of  intentional  abandon- 
ment was  done  by  the  person  who  had  acquired  it,  which  would 
remit  the  adjoining  owner  to  the  unrestricted  use  of  his  own 
premises.  "  It  will,  of  course,"  he  said,  "  be  a  question  in  each 
case  whether  the  circumstances  satisfactorily  establish  an  intention 
to  abandon  altogether  the  future  enjoyment  and  exercise  of  the 
right.  If  such  an  intention  is  clearly  manifested,  the  adjoining 
owDer  may  build  as  he  pleases  upon  his  own  land ;  and,  should 
the  owner  of  the  previously  existing  window  restore  the  former 
state  of  things,  he  could  not  compel  the  removal  of  any  building 
which  had  been  placed  upon  the  ground  during  the  interval.  For 
a  right  once  abandoned  is  abandoned  for  ever."  But  a  person, 
by  endeavouring  to  extend  a  right,  could  not  manifest  an  intention 
to  abandon  it;  he  evinced  his  determination  to  retain  it,  and 
acquire  something  more.  And  the  enlarging  an  ancient  window 
would  be  no  cause  of  forfeiture,  because  the  act  was  not  unlawful. 
He  thought  Renshaw  v.  Bean  could  not  be  supported. 

While  the  appeal  in  Joties  v.  Tapling  was  still  pending,  three 
cases  were  decided  which  illustrate  the  principle  there  discussed. 

The  first  of  these  in  chronological  order  was  Binckea  v.  Pash  (c).  Sinekety. 
The  plaintifE's  windows  on  the  ground  floor  had  existed  in  their  ^  ' 
present  state  for  more  than  twenty  years  before  action  brought ; 
but  he  had,  about  ten  years  before  the  action,  altered  his  windows 
on  the  first  floor ;  and  it  was  apparent  that,  at  the  distance  of 
ten  feet,  no  obstruction  of  the  new  part  of  the  upper  vnndows 
could  have  been  effectual  which  did  not  also  obstruct  the  old 
parts  and  the  windows  on  the  ground  floor.  The  defendant 
erected  a  building  which  was  a  material  obstruction  to  some  of 
the  ground  floor  windows,  but  no  material  obstruction  to  the 
altered  windows ;  and  this  building  was  finished  and  roofed  in. 
On  action  brought,  the  defendant  contended  that,  by  reason  of 
the  alteration  of  the  upper  windows,  he  had  a  right  to  obstruct 


(e)  (1861),  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  824. 
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Principle  of 
loss  of  ease- 
ment by  en- 
oroaohment. 

Bineke9  v. 
Fiuh, 


Weatherley 
T.JRott. 


Curriert'  Co 
V.  Corbett. 


Easement  of 
light  not  lost 
by  enlarge- 
ment  of 
window. 


[every  window  the  obstruction  of  which  was  neoessarj  to  reach  the 
usurped  light.  But  the  Court,  while  admitting  that  this  mi^ht  be 
the  effect  of  Renakaio  v.  Bean^  supposing  the  defendant  to  have 
had  an  intention  of  reaching  the  usurped  light,  held  that  on  the 
fact  he  had  no  such  intention,  and  decided  against  him.  The 
true  mode  of  meeting  the  contention  was,  said  Byles,  J.,  **to 
distinguish  between  the  absolute  right  to  block  the  ancient 
window  and  the  conditional  right  dependent  on  another  enter- 
prise which  has  not  yet  been  undertaken  by  the  defendant,  and 
perhaps  never  will  be." 

The  second  of  the  cases  referred  to  was  Weatherley  v.  Ross  (</), 
which  was  a  suit  to  restrain  an  interference  with  five  lights  -which 
were  alleged  to  be  ancient.  But  it  appeared  that  one  of  the 
windows  in  question  was  new,  that  two  others  had  been  recently 
shifted,  and  that  it  was  impossible  to  block  up  the  new  and 
altered  windows  without  obstructing  the  remaining  ones.  Wood, 
V.-C,  following  and  approving  Rcnshaw  v.  Bean,  which  was  not 
then  overruled,  held  that  the  defendant's  obstruction  was  lawful. 
But,  upon  the  plaintiff's  submitting  to  block  up  the  new  window 
and  to  restore  the  altered  windows  to  their  former  state,  the  Viee- 
Chancellor  granted  an  injunction  to  protect  the  ancient  windows 
when  so  restored,  and  ordered  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  the  costs  of 
the  suit. 

The  third  case  is  Currtens^  Co,  v.  Corhett{e)y  where  a  house 
which  had  been  burnt  down  and  rebuilt,  with  windows  differing 
somewhat  in  shape  from  the  ancient  ones,  was  held  not  to  have 
lost  its  right  to  light, — a  decision  which,  although  doubtless  in 
accordance  with  Tapling  v.  Jonefi^  would  be  difficult  to  reconcile 
with  Remhaw  v.  Bean. 

The  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Tapling  v.  Jones^  which 
has  been  uniformly  followed  since  it  was  given  (/),  has  put  an  end 
to  the  doctrine  that  an  easement  of  light  may  be  lost  by  on 
alteration  in  the  size  of  a  window  (at  any  rate  unless  the  effect  of 


{d)  (1862),  1  H.  &  M.  349. 

{e)  (1865),  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  355;  see  11 
Jut.  N.  S.  719. 

(/)  Cf.  Martin  v.  Headon  (1866),  L.  R. 
2  Eq.  425,  at  p.  433 ;  Stmght  v.  Burn 
(1869),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  163;  Aynsley  v. 
Glover  (1876),  L.  R.  10  Cb.  283;  New- 
sonY.  Fonder  (1884),  L.  R.  27  Ch.  Div. 
43 ;  Seott  v.  Fape  (188b),  L.  R.  31  Ch. 
Div.  654 ;  Smith  v.  Baxter,  [1900]  2  Ch. 


138.  The  decision  in  Heath  t.  BucknaU 
(1869),  L.  R.  8  Eq.  1,  so  far  as  it  rests 
(if  it  rests  at  all)  on  the  view  that  an 
alteration  which  would  not  disentitle  a 
dominant  owner  from  claiming'  damages 
for  obstruction  might  nevertbele»R  pre- 
vent him  from  obtaining*  an  injunction, 
cannot  be  reUed  upon:  see  Utaiffht  ▼. 
Burn,  ubi  sup. 


J 


BY  IMPLIED  RELEASE.  647 

[the  alteration  is  to  decrease  the  size  of  the  window),  whether  that    Pnndple  of 

loss  ox  6ft86* 

dootrine  he  founded  on  abandonment  or  on  forfeiture.  ment  by  en- 

In  Colh  V.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores,  Ltd,  (g),  the  jconflioting 1 

authorities  were  examined,  and  it  was  laid  down  that  in  order  to  Colin*  Case, 
constitute  an  actionable  obstruction  of  ancient  light  it  is  not  enough  f^oct  of 

,  ,  °      decrease  in 

that  the  light  is  less  than  before,  but  the  obstruction  must  amount  size  of 
to  an  actionable  nuisance.  window. 

It  follows  that,  since  the  law  has  been  settled  by  that  decision, 
any  increase  in  the  size  of  an  ancient  window  will  not  increase  the 
burden  on  the  servient  tenement,  but  on  the  contrary  such  increase 
wiU  be  to  the  advantage  of  the  servient  tenement,  in  that  any 
obstruction  which  would  be  a  nuisance  to  the  window  with  its 
increased  capacity  for  admitting  light,  would,  cL  fortiori,  have  been 
an  obstruction  to  the  ancient  window  in  its  original  form. 

The  question  which  would  now  appear  to  arise  for  consideration 
is  whether  the  easement  will  be  lost  by  the  alteration  of  an  ancient 
window  so  as  to  decrease  its  size.  Since  the  explosion  of  the  doctrine 
that  a  right  to  light  acquired  by  prescription  confers  the  right  to 
all  the  light  passing  through  the  window,  and  the  establishment 
of  the  principle  that  the  obstruction  must  be  such  a  substantial 
interference  with  the  access  of  the  light  as  to  amount  to  a  nuisance, 
it  is  obvious  that  the  position  with  regard  to  increasing  the  burden 
on  the  servient  tenement  is  exactly  the  opposite  to  that  which  it 
would  have  been  if  the  authorities  to  the  effect  that  the  right 
acquired  was  co-extensive  with  the  enjoyment  during  the  period  of 
prescription  had  been  accurate.  Whereas  under  these  authorities 
any  increase  in  the  size  of  an  ancient  window  would  impose  an 
additional  burden  on  the  servient  tenement,  under  the  law  as 
laid  down  by  Colls^  Case  such  an  increase  in  size  would  have  the 
opposite  effect,  and  an  increased  burden  on  the  servient  tenement 
would  result  from  a  decrease  in  the  size  of  the  window. 

It  would  seem  clear  that,  after  an  alteration  in  an  ancient  window  ;     . 
whereby  its  size  was  decreased,  the  dominant  proprietor  would  not 
be  entitled  to  prevent  the  erection  of  buildings  which,  though 
obstructing  the  altered  window,  would  not,  before  the  alteration,        v.. 
have  caused  an  illegal  obstruction  within  the  rule  laid  down      '  . //  : 


(*7)  [1904]  A.  C.  179 ;  above,  p.  324. 
35  (2) 
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Pnnoipleof    [in    Colla    Case,      This   principle   was  applied  in  Afihcrsou  y. 

ment  by  en-    Connelly  (A) . 

croaf-hment.       j^  {j^^t  case  an  easement  of  light  had  been  acquired  for  the  dominant 


Effect  of  de-   tenement  in  respect  of  windows  of  small  dimensions.   The  dominant 
of  window,    tenement  was  very  amply  lighted  by  means  of  light  other  than 
Ankerton^.      that  which  camo  through  the  ancient  windows.     The  dominant 
^^  proprietor  subsequently  pulled  down  the  dominant  tenement  and 

re-built  in  such  a  way  as  practically  to  exclude  the  whole  of  the  light 
other  than  that  coming  through  the  ancient  windows.  The  plaintiffs, 
owners  of  the  servient  tenement,  Erected  an  obstruction  which  pre- 
vented any  access  of  light  to  the  ancient  windows,  which  obstruction 
the  defendant,  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement,  pulled  down. 
The  plaintiffs  thereupon  brought  an  action  against  him  for  a  declara- 
tion that  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  easement  over  the  plaintiffs'  land 
for  light  and  air.     The  evidence  showed  that  the  effect  of  the  re- 
building of  the  dominant  tenement  was  to  destroy  at  least  three- 
fourths  of  the  light  it  had  originally  enjoyed,  so  that,  as  altered,  the 
obstruction  erected  by  the  plaintiffs  would  most  materially  interfere 
with  the  access  of  light  to  the  ancient  windows,  whereas  before  the 
re-building  it  would  not  have  caused  such  an  interference  as  would, 
since  the  decision  in  Colh^  Case,  have  justified  an  injunction.     It 
was  held  that  the  effect  of  the  re-building  was   to  impose  an 
increased  burden  on  the  servient  tenement,  and  that,  it  being 
impossible  to  sever  the  original  right  from  the  increased  burden, 
the  easement  was  lost  altogether.    In  the  judgment  of  Sir  Gorell 
Barnes,   President,  the  following  passage  occurs: — "The  result, 
therefore,  is  that  before  these  alterations  on  the  dominant  tenement 
the  erection  which  the  plaintiffs  put  up  would  not  have  been  a 
legal  (t)  interference  with  the  rights  to  light  of  the  dominant 
tenement ;  and  although,  as  matters  now  stand,  some  light  would 
in  fact  be  cut  off  by  blocking  up  the  space  which  is  left  after  the 
alterations  which  have  been  made  by  the  defendant,  the  alterations 
cannot  in  fact  affect  the  plaintiffs'  rights,  because  they  had  that 
right  before  to  block  up  to  that  extent.    If  once  you  determine  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  prior  to  these  alterations  to 
erect  the  obstruction  to  such  a  height  as  they  did  against  the 
building  in  question,  then,  as  they  have  done  nothing  beyond  that 
which  they  were  entitled  to  do,  they  oould  not  now  be  enjoined 


(h)  [1906]  2  Ch.  664 ;  [1907]  1  Ch.  678. 
(f)  fee; 


qy.  illegal. 


( 
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[from  doing  it ;  and  it  follows  almost  logically  and  as  a  matter  of  Pnndple  of 
course,  if  they  have  a  right  to  block  up  this  gap  which  is  left  and  mtsnt  by  en- 
cannot  be  resbrained  from  doing  it,  that  what  the  defendant  has  in  oroaohment. 
fact  done  is  to  give  up  and  destroy  all  rights  that  he  had,  because  Ankeraon  v. 
after  what  he  has  done  he  cannot  claim  any  right  at  all."  ^  ^' 

Alterations  may  be  made,  not  only  in  the  size  or  area  of  a  Alteration  of 
window,  but  in  its  plane  and  inclination  ;  and  the  question,  ^in/ow. 
whether  an  alteration  of  this  latter  kind  would  suffice  to  extin- 
guish an  easement  of  light,  was  not  concluded  by  Tapling  v. 
JoneSy  and  has  been  much  discussed.  It  is  now  settled  that 
alterations  of  this  kind  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  alterations 
of  size,  and  do  not,  unless  they  are  of  such  a  character  as 
substantially  to  change  the  nature  of  the  easement  (A:),  amount  to 
abandonment. 

Thus,  in  National  Provincial  Plate  Glass  Company  v.  Prudential  ^*^ , 
Assurance  Company  (/),  it  appeared  that  a  building  belonging  to  Plate  giom 
the  plaintiffs,  and  containing  ancient  lights  on  all  the  floors,  had  ^*,J^^i^; 
recently  been  pulled  down  and  rebuilt ;  and  that  the  old  dormer  A^mrance  Co, 
window  of  three  faces,  which  lighted  the  ground  floor,  had  been 
converted  into  a  skylight   partially  co-extensive  with  the  old 
window,   but   of    a   different    shape.      The  defendants    having 
obstructed   the   access  of  light   to   this  skylight,  the  plaintiffs 
brought  their  action.     On  the  motion  for  an  injunction  until  the 
hearing,  Jessel,  M.  B.,  while  refusing  the  interlocutory  injunction 
on  the  ground  that  the  obstruction  was  complete  before  action 
brought,  expressed  his  opinion  that  the  easement  of  light  formerly 
belonging  to  the  ground  floor  window  had  not  been  lost ;   for, 
although  the  plane  or  direction  of  the  glass  had  been  altered,  the 
aperture  remained  substantially  the  same  (m). 

On  the  action  coming  on  for  trial.  Fry,  J.,  came  to  the  same 
conclusion,  and  awarded  damages  for  the  obstruction  of  the  ground 
floor  window.  ''  It  is  said  that  the  access  of  light  to  the  dwelling- 
house  must  be  identical,  and  that  the  right  claimed  and  the 
enjoyment  which  has  existed  must  be  of  access  of  light  through 
identical  apertures.    Now  in  its  breadth  that  proposition  is  not 


(k)  Seebelow,  p.  554.  but  it  appeared   on  the  hearing  that 

(/)  (1877),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  D.  757.  these  windows  were  not  affected  by  the 

(m)  His  Lordship  alao  thought  that  defendant's  building,  and  the  case  can- 

the  windows  in  the  upper  floors,  which  not  therefore  be  regarded  as  a  decision 

had  been  set  bade  about  five  feet  eight  on  this  point.     See  and  consider  the 

inches,  were  no  longer  the  same  win-  cases  next  quoted. 

dowB  so  as  to  retain  their  right  to  light ; 
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[true,  because  the  case  of  Tapling  v.  Jones  has  shown  that  you  may 
destroy  the  identical  aperture  by  taking  away  the  surroiinding 
lines  of  that  aperture  and  yet  leave  your  right  to  light  intact 
Furthermore,  I  find  nothing  whatever  in  the  statute  which  refers 
expressly  to  a  window  or  aperture.  I  find  in  the  statute  a  refer- 
ence to  the  access  of  light,  and  in  my  view  the  access  of  light 
might  be  described  as  being  the  freedom  with  which  Ught  may 
pass  through  a  certain  space  over  the  servient  tenement ;  and  it 
appears  to  me  that  wherever  for  the  statutory  period  a  given 
space  over  the  servient  tenement  has  been  used  by  the  dominant 
tenement  for  the  purpose  of  light  passing  through  that  space,  a 
right  arises  to  have  that  space  left  free  so  long  as  the  light  passing 
through  it  is  used  for  or  by  the  dominant  tenement  (n).  I  come 
to  that  conclusion  for  this  reason : — that  you  do  not  want  a  statate 
to  give  you  a  right  of  access  in  your  own  premises  to  light  through 
your  own  aperture.  The  statute  is  wanted  to  assure  your  right  in 
the  space  over  the  servient  tenement. 

^'  But  then  it  is  said  that  the  cases  have  to  a  large  extent  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  form  and  size  of  the  aperture  or  window ;  and 
that  is  perfectly  true,  because  of  course  the  opening  in  the  dominant 
tenement  is  the  limit  which  defines  the  boundaries  of  the  space 
over  the  servient  tenement.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  in  all  the 
cases  the  Court  has  had  regard  to  the  aperture  in  the  dominant 
tenement  by  means  of  which  the  space  over  the  servient  tenement 
has  been  useful  to  the  dominant  tenement." 

To  the  same  effect  is  Barnes  v.  Loach  (o),  where  it  appeared 
that,  on  the  settlement  of  a  question  of  boundary,  a  wall  containing 
ancient  windows  had  been  set  back,  and  windows  had  been  made 
in  the  new  wall  of  the  same  size  and  in  the  same  relative  positions 
as  those  in  the  old  wall,  but  in  a  different  plane ;  and,  on  a  special 
case  being  stated,  a  Divisional  Court  (Cookbum,  C.  J.,  and  Lopes, 
J.)  held  that  the  right  to  light  remained. 

It  was  held  in  the  same  case  that  the  dominant  owner  had  not, 
by  erecting  a  wall  and  a  window  in  it,  outside  and  at  an  angle 
with  an  ancient  window,  lost  the  easement  of  light  attached  to  the 
ancient  window. 


(fi)  Since  Coils  v.  Home  and  Colonial 
Storet,  Ltd.,  [1904]  A.  C.  179,  expres- 
sions to  this  efPect  must  not  be  taken 
literaUy,  but  must  be  taken  to  refer  to 


the  right  as  defined  by  that  decision; 
and  see  Ambler  y.  Gordon,  [1905]  1  E.  B. 
417. 
(o)  (1879),  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  D.  494. 
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[Airain  in  Bulkra  v.   Dickinson  (p)   it  was    shown    that  the    Principle  of 

...  .  loss  of  ease- 

plaintiff's  premises  stood  on  the  site  of   an  old  toll-house  which    ment  by  en- 
had  projected  ohliquely  into  the  street,  and  had  enjoyed  an  ease-    ^"^^'^^^^^^^' 
ment  of  light  for  the  windows  on  the  ground  floor;    that  the  Alteration  of 
toll-house  had  recently  been  pulled  down,  the  site  of  the  projecting      ^dow. 
part  being  sold  to  the  vestry  of  the  parish  for  the    purpose  suUer$r. 
of  widening  the  street,  and  the  plaintiff's  premises  being  forth-  ■^^'•«^- 
with    erected  on  the  remainder.      The  plaintiff's  ground  floor 
window,  for  which  he  claimed  protection,  was  substantially  on 
the  same  level  as  the  old  window;   but  it  stood  further  back, 
and,  of  course,  at  a  different  angle  to  the  street.     On  an  action 
being  brought  to  restrain  an  interference  with  the  new  window, 
the  defendant  objected  that  the  plaintiff  had  lost  or  abandoned 
his  right ;  but  Kay,  J.,  overruled  the  objection. 

And  in  Scott  v.  Pape  (q),  the  whole  question  as  to  the  effect  of  ^*<  ▼•  ^^'J^- 
an  alteration  in  a  building  was  fully  considered,  and  the  principle 
of  Tapling  v.  Jones  was  carried  considerably  further. 

The  facts  were  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  owner  of  a  range 
of  buildings  abutting  on  a  narrow  lane,  and  having  ancient 
lights  looking  into  the  lane,  had  pulled  down  his  buildings  within 
twenty  years  before  action  brought,  and  erected  larger  buildings 
on  the  site.  The  new  buildings  contained  windows  on  all  the 
floors.  Many  of  these  windows  were  not  shown  to  correspond  to 
any  substantial  extent  with  any  part  of  the  ancient  lights ;  and 
as  to  these  no  relief  was  claimed.  But  parts  of  six  windows  on 
the  first  floor  of  the  new  building  did  occupy  a  large  portion  of 
the  area  formerly  covered  by  three  ancient  lights ;  and  for  this 
portion  of  such  area  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  protection  of  the 
Court.  It  was  a  material  element  in  the  case  that  the  plaintiff, 
in  rebuilding,  had  slightly  advanced  his  wall  into  the  lane,  the 
gain  varying  from  a  foot  to  three  feet  five  inches. 

Upon  these  facts.  North,  J.,  who  heard  the  action,  declined  to 
infer  abandonment,  and  granted  an  injunction  ^'restraining  the 
defendant  from  permitting  to  remain  erected  any  wall,  &c.,  so  as 
to  darken,  injure,  or  obstruct  any  of  the  ancient  lights  of  the 
plaintiff's  premises,  as  the  same  were  enjoyed  by  means  of  those 
portions  of  the  windows  on  the  first  floor  of  the  plaintiff's  old 
buildings  which  had  not  been  blocked  up  in  the  rebuilding  of 


(p)  (1886),  29  Gh.  D.  156. 

(^)  (1886),  L.  B.  31  Ch.  Div.  564. 
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Prindpleof    [the  plaintiff's  premises."    And  an  appeal  from  this  jadgmeiit 

ment  by  en-    ^^^  dismissed. 

croaohmept.        rpj^g  Lords  Justiocs   rested    their  decision  on  the  wording  of 

Alteration  of  the  third  section  of  the  Prescription  Act  (r). 
^^y^,  "  After  twenty  years,"  said   Cotton,  L.  J.,  "  the  person  who 

Seott  T.  Fape.  owns  a  dwelling-house,  if  he  has  used  and  enjoyed  light,  gets  an 
absolute  right  to  what  he  has  used  and  enjoyed;  and,  in  my 
opinion,  the  quantum  of  his  enjoyment  is  defined  by,  and  must 
depend  on,  the  area  of  his  windows,  and  also  on  the  distanoe 
they  are  from  other  buildings.  He  acquires,  in  consequence  of 
the  position  of  other  buildings  and  the  size  of  his  window,  a 
right  under  this  section  to  the  enjoyment  of  that  particular  light 
which  has  come  to  his  building.  ^  The  access  and  use  of  light  * 
depends  upon  the  number  of  pencils  of  light  which  come  directly 
or  by  refraction  into  that  window.  ...(«) 

"  What  alteration,  then,  will  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  right, — 
this  right  which  can  be  claimed  only  in  respect  of  a  dwelling- 
house,  workshop,  or  other  building  P    Will  the  alteration  of  the 
purpose  or  object  for  which  the  building  is  to  be  used,  as  the 
conversion   of  a  workshop  into  a  house,  or  of  a  house  into  a 
workshop,  have  this  effect  ?    It  will  not :  that  is  definitely  settled 
by  the  case  of  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  y.  Kino{t).      The   old 
building  there  was  a  church,  and  that  which  was  to  be  built  on 
the  site  of  the  church  was  a  warehouse — an  entire  alteration  ot 
the  purposes  and  of  the  character  of  the  building.     Then  will 
moving  back  the  plane  of  the  wall  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his 
right  P   In  my  opinion,  no.     It  is  di£Scult  to  see  how  the  mere 
fact  of  moving  back  can  do  so ;   and  in  fact  there  is  authority 
against  such  a  proposition.     Then,  if  moving  it  back  will  not, 
will  simply  moving  it  forward  have  this  effect  ?    In  my  opinion, 
both  the  moving  back  and  the  moving  forward  may  destroy  the 
right,  because  the  new  building,  when  constructed,  may,  either 
by  being  substantially  advanced  or  substantially  set  back,  be  so 
placed  that  the  light  which  formerly  went  into  the  old  windows 
will  not  go  into  the  new.     If  a  building  is  set  back  say  100  feet, 
it  will  not  enjoy  the  same  cone  of  light  that  was  enjoyed  before, 
but  will  have  an  entirely  different  cone ;   and  it  may  be  moved  so 
far  forward  that  it  will  not  enjoy  the  same  light  as  that  enjoyed 


(r)  Above,  p.  204. 

(«)  See  note  (n),  p.  650. 

(0  (1880),  L.  R.  14  Ch.  IMt.  213. 
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[by  the  old  buildine.     In  my  opinion,  the  queetion  to  be  con-    Prmoiple  of 

loss  of  OftSO" 

Bidered  is  this,  whether  the  alteration  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to    ment  by  en- 
preclude  the  plaintiff  from  alleging  that  he  is  using  through  the    qroaobment. 
new  aperture  in  the  new  wall  the  same  cone  of  light,  or  a  sub-  Alteration  of 
stantial  part  of  that  cone  of  light,  which  went  to  the  old  huilding.      ^dow. 
If  that  is  established,  although  the  right  must  he   claimed  in  ^s^^^  v.  j»ape. 
respect  of  a  buUdiDg,  it  may  be  claimed  in  respect  of  any  building 
which  is  substantially  enjoying  a  part  or  the  whole  of  the  light 
which  went  thi'ough  the  old  aperture." 

"  The  measure  of  the  enjoyment,"  said  Lord  Justice  Bowen, 
developing  the  same  principle,  ^'and  the  measure  of  the  right 
acquired  are,  not  the  windows  and  apertures  themselves,  which 
would  involve  a  continuing  structural  identity  of  the  windows, 
but  the  size  and  position  of  the  windows,  which  necessarily  limit 
and  define  the  amount  of  light  which  arrives  idtimately  for  the 
house's  use."  Blanchard  v.  Bridges  (a;),  he  added,  was  decided 
under  the  old  law  which  rested  on  an  actual  or  presumed  grant ; 
and,  whatever  might  be  the  view  entertained  in  that  case,  there 
was  no  need  to  apply  it  to  a  right  which  had  now  a  statutory 
origin. 

Lord  Justice  Fry  added  his  opinion  that  the  **  access  of  light " 
referred  to  in  the  Prescription  Act  was,  not  access  through  the 
aperture  or  window,  but  access  or  freedom  of  passage  over  the 
servient  tenement ;  and  that  the  "  right  thereto,"  which  is  by  the 
statute  rendered  ^'  absolute  and  indefeasible,"  is  a  right  to  the 
same  access  and  use  of  light  to  and  for  afit/  dwelling-house, 
workshop,  or  other  building.  The  Act,  he  said,  was  silent  as  to 
identity  of  aperture,  as  it  was  silent  as  to  identity  of  building. 

The  above  judgments  are  misleading  in  so  far  as  they  suggest 
that  the  right  acquired  under  the  Prescription  Act  is  a  right  to  the 
whole  of  ''  that  particular  light  which  has  come  to  "  a  building  (y). 
As  has  been  already  seen,  since  the  decision  in  Colls  v.  JEome  and 
Colonial  Stores^  Ltd.  (s),  it  is  established  that  the  right  acquired  is 
a  right  only  to  freedom  from  nuisance  by  obstruction. 

"With  this  qualification  the  decision  in  Scott  v.  Pape  has  put  No  Iocs  by 
the   law  as  to  the  effect    upon   an  easement  of  light  of  an  o*®'®  "^• 
alteration  in  the  dominant  tenement,  on  a  dear  and  definite 


(z)  Above,  p.  632.  A.  C,  at  p.  1S9. 

(y)  Beeper  Lord  Maonagbten,  [1904]  (s)  [1901]  A.  C.  179  ;  above,  p.  324. 
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^of^earo-    [^^0*^^?  5  ^.nd  it  must  now.  be  taken  that,  if.  and  so  long  as  tke 
mentbyen-    dominant  tenement  continues  to   enjoy  the  same  or     some  pait 

01  the  same  light  lormerly  enjoyed,  no  abandonment  -wall   be  m- 

No  loss  by    f  erred  (fl).     "It  seems  to  me  that  the  question  which   lias  to  be 

mere  en-  ^    '  ^ 


No  substan' 
tial  oorre- 
spondenoe. 


croachment.  determined  is,  whether  proof  is  necessary  of  identity  of  the  "window 
or  aperture  through  which  the  light  claimed  has  been  admitted  to 
the  dominant  building,  or  whether  the  true  matter  for  investi^tion 

is  the  identity  of  the  light  which  has  been  so  admitted 

I  think  the  real  test  is,  as  I  said  before,  identity  of  light  and  not 
identity  of  aperture,  or  entrance  for  the  light "  (i). 

But  where  the  encroachment  is  such  that  none  of  the  existing 
windows  can  be  said  substantially  to  correspond  with  an  ancient 
window,  even  though  part  of  the  space  occupied  by  each  may  be 
identical,  no  difficulty  arises ;  and,  as  it  cannot  be  proved  that 
any  window  in  respect  of  which  a  right  had  been  acquired  has 
been   in  fact  obstructed,  abandonment  may  be  inferred  (c).      The 
case  of  Ilutchimon  v.  Capestake  {d),  above  quoted,  may  be  referred 
to  this   principle,   and,  so  interpreted,  may  stand  even  without 
Remhaw  v.  Bean,   And  to  the  same  effect  are  Heath  v.  Backnall  {e)y 
where  the  new  windows  did  not  cover  more  than  one-fourth  of  the 
former  area;  and  the  opinions  of  the  judges  in  Netcson  v.  Pender  (./), 
where  the  whole  question  was  discussed. 

In  any  case  it  is  essential  to  the  preservation  of  the  right  that 
the  dominant  owner,  when  effecting  the  alteration,  should  preserve 
clear  and  definite  evidence  of  the  size  and  position  of  the  former 

windows  (^).] 

Upon  the  second  question  (A) :  "  Whether  a  party  [who  has 
lost  his  rights  by  altering  his  tenement]  is  still  at  liberty  to  restore 
his  tenement  to  its  former  condition  and  recur  to  his  formei'  enjoy- 
ment," there  is  no  express  authority  in  the  English  law,  [except  the 
case  of  Ankerson  v.  Connelly ^  referred  to  above  at  page  548.     In 


dear  evidence 
required. 


KeRtoratioxL 
after  en- 
oroachment. 


(a)  Greenwood  v.  Homsey  (1886),  L.  R. 
33  Ch.  D.  471 ;  Smith  v.  Baxter,  [1900" 
2  Ch.  138;  Andrews  v.  Waite,  [1907" 
2  Ch.  600 ;  cf .  Raptr  v.  Fortescue^  W.  NT 
1886,  p.  78 ;  In  re  London,  Tilbury,  and 
Southend  RaxL  Co,  and  Trustees  of  Gower^s 
Walk  Schools  (1889),  L.  R.  24  Q.  B.  Div. 
326. 

(b)  Andrews  v.   Watte,  [1907]  2  Ch. 
500 ;  per  Neville,  J.,  at  p.  509. 

{e)  Pendarves  v.  Monro,  [1892]  1  Ch. 


611  ;  cf.  Ankerson  t.  Connelly,  [1906]  2 
Ch.  644  ;   [1907]  1  Ch.  678. 

(d)  (1861),  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  863. 

(e)  (1869),  L.  R.  8  Eq.  1. 

(/)  (1884),  L.  R.  27  Ch.  Div.  43. 

iff)  Foiclers  v.  Walker  (1881),  49  L.  J. 
Ch.  698;  61  L.  J.  Ch.  443;  Seott  v. 
JPape,  uld  supra;  Pendarves  v.  Monro, 
[1892]  1  Ch.  611. 

(A)  [Above,  p.  628.] 
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Best  oration 

after  en- 

croaohment. 


rthat  case,  as  has  be^n  shown,  it  was  sought  to  impose  an  additional    Prinoiple  of 

lOBS  of  6&S6' 

burden  on  the  servient  tenement  by  building  on  the  dominant  ment  by  en- 
tenement  so  as  to  exclude  practically  all  the  light  formerly  croachment. 
enjoyed  by  it  other  than  that  received  through  the  ancient 
windows,  thereby  rendering  any  obstruction  to  the  ancient 
windows  more  momentous.  As  has  already  appeared,  it  was 
held  that  such  an  increased  burden  could  not  lawfully  be  imposed 
upon  the  servient  tenement,  and  that  the  right  to  light  was  lost 
altogether. 

No  question  was  expressly  raised  in  that  case  as  to  the  right  of 
the  dominant  owner  to  revert  to  his  former  rights  upon  restoring 
his  tenement  to  its  original  condition,  but  a  declaration  was  made 
in  general  terms  to  the  effect  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  any 
easement;  and  it  would  seem  on  principle  that  the  party  so 
altering  his  tenement]  would  have  no  such  right,  as  he  would  have 
clearly  evinced  an  intention  to  relinquish  his  former  mode  of 
enjoyment  (t) ;  and  in  addition  to  the  actual  encroachment,  the 
uncertainty  caused  by  the  attempted  extension  of  the  right 
would  of  itself  impose  a  heavier  burthen  upon  the  owner  of  the 
servient  tenement,  if  such  return  to  the  original  right  were 
permitted. 

By  the  civil  law,  where  a  man  had  a  right  of  way,  and  used  it  Civil  law. 
in  a  mode  not  warranted  by  the  grant,  although  he  committed  a 
trespass  on  his  neighbour,  the  right  of  way  was  not  lost  (k).     But 
a  roof  could  not  be  lowered  so  as  to  make  the  servitus  stilliddii 
more  burthensome  (/). 


(i)  Moore  v.  Satcwn  (1824),  3  B.  &  Cr 
332 ;   5   D.  &  R.  934 ;    27  R.  R.  375 
Oarritt  v.  Sharp  (183o),  4  Nev.  &  M 
834 ;  3  A.  &  E.  326  ;  [South  Metropoli 
tan  Cemetery  Co.  v.  Eden  (1856),  16  C.  B 
42;   Tapling  y.  Jones  (1862),  12  0.  B 
N.   8.    p.    864,    per   Poll(»ok,    C.    B. ; 
AynaleyT.  Glover  (1876),  L.  R.  10  Gb. 
2831. 

{()  Is  cni  via  vel  aotos  debebatur,  nt 
Tehionli  oerto  genere  nteretur,  alio 
genere  faerit  nsus:  Yideamus,  ne 
amiaerit  serritutem;  et  alia  sit  ejna 
conditio,  qni  amplios  oneris,  qnam  licuit, 
yezerit ;  magiaque  hie  plufl,  quam  aliud, 
egiaae  videatur — sicuti  si  latiore  itinera 
118U8  esset,  aut  si  plura  jiimenta  egerit, 

Juam  licuit,  aut  aqiue  admiacuerit  aliam. 
deoque  in  omnibus  istis  qnaestlonibus 
aervitus  quidem  non  amittitur :  non 
autem  oonoeditur  plus,  quam  pactum 
est,  in  servitute  habere. — Dig.  8,  4,  11, 


quern,  serv.  amit. 

(l)  Si  anteti  ex  tegulfl  oaseitaverit 
stillicidiura,  posted  ex  tabulato,  vel  ex 
ali&  materia,  cassitare  non  potest. — Dig. 
8,  2,  20,  6  4,  de  senr.  pred.  nrb. 

Stilliciaium,  quoquo  modo  adquisitum 
sit,  altius  toll!  pottMt ;  levior  enim  fit  eo 
f  aoto  servitus — cum  quod  ex  alto  cadet 
lenitis  et  interdum  direptum,  neo  per- 
veniet  ad  locum  servientem  —  inferiiis 
demitti  non  potest,  quia  fit  gravior  ser- 
vitus, id  est,  pro  stillicidio  flumen. 
Eddem  causi,  retro  duci  potest  stiUioi- 
dium,  quia  in  nostro  inagis  indpiet 
cadere ;  produci  non  po^eHt,  ne  in  alio 
loco  cadat  stillicidiam  quam  in  quo 
postta  servitus  est ;  lenius  facere  pote- 
rimu8,  acriuR  non.  Kt  oninino  sciendum 
est — meliorem  vicini  conditionem  fieri 
posse,  deteriorem  non  posse :  nisi  aliquid 
nominadm,  servitute  imponenda,  immu- 
tatum  faerit. — Ibid,  {  5. 
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Merenon-  tj^q  easements  hitherto  spoken  of  are  of  the  continuous  daK, 

user  of  dia-         ,        ,  ... 

oontiDuoua       that  is  to  say,  where  the  enjoyment  either  is  or  may  be  continnoiu 

easements.  without  any  farther  act  of  man(w).  It  now  remains  to  consider 
how  intermittent  easements,  as  rights  of  way  or  rights  to  draw 
water,  may  be  lost. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  easements  of  this  nature  may 
be  lost  by  mere  non-user,  provided  such  cessation  to  enjoy  be 
accompanied  by  the  intention  to  relinquish  the  right ;  from  the 
very  nature,  however,  of  the  enjoyment,  and  from  the  circum- 
stance that  the  cessation  to  enjoy  may  take  place  without  any 
alteration  in  the  dominant  tenement,  it  must  always  be  difficult  to 
lay  down  any  precise  rule  to  determine  when  a  cessation  of  user 
shall  be  taken  to  have  the  characteristics  requisite  to  make  it 
amount  to  an  abandonment  of  the  right. 

In  considering  this  part  of  the  subject  two  questions  appear 
to  arise : — 

Ist.  Supposing  there  to  have  been  simply  a  cessation  of  user,  has 
the  law  presented  any  fixed  period  to  raise  the  presumption  of  a 
release  or  abandonment  of  the  easement  ? 

2ndly.  If  any  such  period  be  fixed,  can  a  shorter  period  suffice, 
if  there  be  clear  evidence  of  intention  to  relinquish  the  right  ? 

Co.  Lit.  Lord  Coke  appears  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  when  a  title  hy 

prescription  was  once  acquired,  it  could  only  be  lost  by  non-user 
during  a  period  equal  to  that  required  for  its  acquisition.  "  It  is 
to  be  known  that  the  title  being  once  gained  by  prescription  or 
custom  cannot  be  lost  by  interruption  of  the  possession  for  ten  or 
twenty  years  "  (n). 

At  this  time  the  analogy  to  the  statute  of  James  I.  had  not  been 
introduced  into  the  law. 

Doey.  mider.  In  Doe  V.  Hilder(p)y  Lord  Tenterden,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  said:  "One  of  the  general  grounds  of  a 
presumption  is  the  existence  of  a  state  of  things  which  may  most 
reasonably  be  accounted  for  by  supposing  the  matter  presumed. 
Thus  the  long  enjoyment  of  a  right  of  way  by  A.  to  his  house  or 
dose  over  the  land  of  B.,  which  is  a  prejudice  to  the  land,  may 
most  reasonably  be  accounted  for  by  supposing  a  grant  of  such 
right  by  the  owner  of  such  land ;  and  if  such  right  appear  to  have 
existed  in  ancient  times,  a  long  forbearance  to  exercise  it,  which 


fm)  Ante,  p.  26.  (o)  (1819),  2  B.  &  A.  791 ;  21  B.  E.. 

\n)  Oo.Lit.  114,  b.  488. 
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must  be  inconvenient  and  prejudicial  to  the  owner  of  the  house  or  Cessatioii  to 
close,  may  most  reasonably  be  accounted  for  by  supposing  a  release  continuous 
of  the  right.  In  the  first  class  of  cases,  therefore,  a  grant  of  the  eafiementa. 
right, — in  the  latter  a  release  of  it,  is  presumed." 

Mr.  Justice  Littledale,  in  the  case  of  Moore  v.  Rawson  (j9),  Moore  y. 
though  he  did  not  cite  the  above  authority,  expressed  an  opinion  ^""^* 
in  accordance  with  it,  that  easements  of  this  character  could  only 
be  lost  by  a  cessation  of  enjoyment  during  twenty  years;  the 
learned  judge  distinguished  between  these  easements  and  a  right 
to  light  and  air,  principally  on  the  ground  that  the  former, 
as  far  as  their  acquisition  by  prescription  was  concerned,  could 
only  be  acquired  by  enjoyment  accompanied  with  the  consent  of 
the  owner  of  the  land,  while  the  enjoyment  of  the  latter  required 
no  such  consent,  and  could  oijly  be  interfered  with  by  some 
obstruction. 

"  According  to  the  present  rule  of  law,  a  man  may  acquire  a 
right  of  way  or  a  right  of  common  (except,  indeed,  common 
appendant)  upon  the  land  of  another  by  enjoyment :  after  twenty 
years'  adverse  enjoyment,  the  law  presumes  a  grant  made  before 
the  user  commenced  by  some  person  who  had  power  to  grant ;  but 
if  the  party  who  has  acquired  the  right  by  grant,  ceases  for  a  long 
period  of  time  to  make  use  of  the  privilege  granted  to  him,  it  may 
then  be  presumed  he  has  released  the  right.  It  is  said,  however, 
that  as  he  can  only  acquire  the  right  by  twenty  years'  enjoyment, 
it  ought  not  to  be  lost  without  disuse  for  the  same  period ;  and 
that,  as  enjoyment  for  such  a  length  of  time  is  necessary  to  found 
a  presumption  of  a  grant,  there  must  be  a  similar  non-user  to  raise 
a  presumption  of  release ;  and  this  reasoning,  perhaps,  may  apply 
to  a  right  of  common  or  of  way." 

In  Holmes  v.  Buckley  {(i)y  where  there  had  been  a  grant  of  a  mime$Y 
watercourse  through  two  pieces  of  land,  with  a  covenant  by  the  -^"^^^y* 
grantor  to  cleanse  the  same,  the  Court  decreed  the  party  claiming 
the  land  under  the  grantor  to  cleanse  the  stream,  although  the 
grantee  had  cleansed  it  at  his  own  expense  during  forty  years. 

The  precise  period  requisite  to  extinguish  a  right  of  way,  by 
mere  non-user,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  determined  by  any 
express  decision  of  the  English  courts  (r)  ;  but  it  is  said  to  have 

{p)  (1824),  3  B.  &  G.  339  ;   27  R.  R.  with  the  land,  in  Autierberry  v.  Corpora- 

376.  Hon  of  Oldham  (188i).  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div. 

\q)  (1691),  1  Eq.  Gas.  Abr.  27  ;  [there  760,  at  pp.  777,  782J. 

*  are  some  observations  on  this  case,  as  (r)  [In  Bower  ▼.  Hill  (1835),  1  Binf . 

bearing  on  the  law  of  covenants  running  N.  G.  565 ;  41  B.  R.  630,  Tindal,  G.  J., 
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Huflt  be  an 
intention  to 
relinqaish 
right. 

Payne  v. 
Shedden. 


Cessation  to    been  decided  in  an  American  case,  "  that  a  right  of  way  is  not  lost 

dincontinuoufl  ^7  non-user  for  less  than  twenty  years"  («). 

easements.  ^j^q  following  cases  elucidate  the  doctrine  that  a  mere  intermit- 
tence  of  the  user,  or  a  slight  alteration  in  the  mode  of  enjoyment, 
when  unaccompanied  by  any  intention  to  renounce  the  aoquisition 
of  a  right,  does  not  amount  to  an  abandonment. 

In  Paym  v.  Shedden  {t)y  issue  was  taken  upon  a  plea  of  right  of 
way ;  and  it  appeared  that,  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  line 
and  direction  of  the  way  used  had  been  varied,  and  at  certain 
periods  wholly  suspended.  Patteson,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
occasional  substitution  of  another  track  might  be  considered  as 
substantially  the  exercise  of  the  old  right  and  ^' evidence  of  the 
continued  enjoyment  of  it,"  and  that  the  suspension  by  agreement 
was  not  inconsistent  with  the  right. 

[In  The  Queen  v.  Chorky  (w),  the  defendants  were  indicted  for 
obstructing  a  public  footway  by  driving  carts  in  a  lane  through 
which  there  was  a  public  footway.     The  lane  was  so  narro\¥'  that 
carts  could  not  pass  without  damage  to  persons  on  foot.     The 
defence  was  that  the  defendants  had  a  private  right  of  way  with 
carts,  &o.  to  a  malthouse,  &c.  situated  in  the  lane,  and  that  the 
public  right  of  footway  had  been  acquired   subsequently  to  the 
private  right,  and  was  qualified  by  or  subject  to  it  {x)  ;  and  the 
question   was,  whether   the   privilege   was  extinguished   by   the 
acquiescence  of  the  owners  in  the  user  of  the  way  by  the  public — 
a  user  which  was  inconsistent  with  its  uFe  as  a  cartway  by  the 
defendants. 

The  learned  judge  at  the  trial  told  tlie  jury  that  nothing  short 
of  twenty  years'  user  by  the  public,  in  «a  way  inconsistent  with  the 
private  user,  would  destroy  the  right.    The  Court,  on  making  a  rule 


Reg,  ▼. 
Chorley. 


said,  tbat  an  obstruction  to  a  way  of  a 
permanent  character,  if  acqaiesecd  in  for 
twenty  years,  would  be  evidence  of  a 
renunciation  and  abandonment  of  the 
right  of  way;  cf.  DretcHt  v.  Sheard 
(1836),  7  C.  &  P.  465;  48  R.  R.  797. 
.But  in  Cook  v.  Mavor  of  Bath  (1868), 
L.  R.  6  Eq.  177,  Malins,  V.-C,  held 
that  thirty  years*  non-user,  without 
more,  was  insufiELoient  to  exting^uish  a 
right  of  way.] 

(»)  Emerson  v.  Wiley ,  10  Pickering, 
R.  310.  [Some  of  the  American  Courts 
have  held  that  an  easement,  to  be  ex- 
tinguished by  disuse,  must  have  been 
acquired  by  use;  but  there  is  no 
authority  for  this  proposition  in  English 


law.  See  also  Ang^U  on  Watercourws, 
6  250  to  {252,  and  the  obsen'ations  of 
Joy,  C.  B.,  1  Jones'  Exch.  Rep.  (Ir.) 
123.] 

U)  (1834)  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  382.  The 
deiendant  failed  in  establishing  any 
right  of  way.  See  also  Hal"  v.  Oldroyd^ 
ante,  p.  525  ;  and  Carr  v.  Foster  (1842), 
3  Q.  B.  681 ;  61  R.  R.  321. 

(«)  (1848),  12  Q.  B.  515;  76  R.  R. 
330. 

[x)  See  Broumlow  v.  TomlinMn  (1840), 
1  M.  &  Gr.  484  ;  Elvmd  v.  BulUek 
(1844),  6  Q.  B.  383 ;  66  R.  R.  429 ; 
Morant  y.  Chamherlin  (1861),  6  H.  &  N. 
541. 
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Beg.  V. 
ChorUy, 


[absolute  for  a  new  trial  for  misdirection,  after  saying,  that  "  if  the 

learned  judge  had  done  no  more  than  remark  that  a  mere  ceasing 

to  use  the  privaf:e  way,  or  a  mere  acquiescence  in  the  interruption 

by  the  public,  were  relied  on,  it  would  be  prudent  not  to  rely  on 

such  mere  cessation  or  acquiescence  unless  shown  for  twenty  years, 

it  would  have  been  no  misdirection,"  proceed  as  follows : — "  As  an 

express  release  of  the  easement  would  destroy  it  at  any  moment,  so 

the  cesser  of  use,  coupled  with  any  act  clearly  indicative  of  an 

intention  to  abandon  the  right,  would  have  the  same  effect  without 

reference  to  time ;  for  example,  this  being  a  right  of  way  to  the 

defendant's  malthouse,  and  the  mode  of  user  by  driving  carts  and 

waggons  to  an  entrance  from  the  lane  into  the  malthouse  yard,  if 

the  defendant  had  removed  his  malthouse,  turned  the  premises  to 

some  other  use,  and  walled  up  the  entrance,  and  then  for  any 

considerable  time  acquiesced  in  the  new  use,  we   conceive  the 

easement  would  have  been  clearly  gone.     It  is  not  so  much  the 

duration  of  the  cesser  as  the  nature  of  the  act  done  by  the  grantoe 

of  the  easement,  or  of  the  adverse  act  acquiesced  in  by  him,  and 

the  intention  in  him  which  either  the  one  or  the  other  indicates, 

which  are  material  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury"  (.y). 

In  Ward  v.  Ward  (c),  a  right  of  way  was  held  not  to  have  been  JTardY.JFard. 
lost  by  mere  non-user  for  a  period  much  longer  than  twenty  years, 
it  being  shown  that  the  way  was  not  used,  because  the  owner  had 
a  more  convenient  mode  of  access  through  his  own  land.  Alderson, 
B.,  said :  "  The  presumption  of  abandonment  cannot  be  made 
from  the  mere  non-user.  There  must  be  other  circumstances  in 
the  case  to  raise  that  presumption.  The  right  is  acquired  by 
adverse  enjoyment;  the  ngn-user,  therefore,  must  be  the  conse- 
quence of  something  adverse  to  the  user." 

In  Lovelly.  Smith  (a),  the  owner  of  a  right  of  way  had,  about  ZoveUr. 
thirty  years  before  the  action,  agreed  with  the  servient  owner  to  ^***^*' 
use,  in  lieu  of  part  of  the  old  way,  a  new  way  over  the  servient 
owner's  land,  and  therefore  he  discontinued  to  use  the  old  way, 
and  used  the  new.     The  Court  held  that  the  mere  non-user  of  the 
old  way  and  the  user  of  the  now  one  for  more  than  twenty  years, 


(y)  The  Cburt,  it  will  be  seen,  ex- 
preraed  no  distinct  opinion  on  the  point 
left  open  in  Stokoe  v.  Singert,  ante,  p. 
525 ;  bat  in  the  latter  case  Lord  Gamp- 
bell  said,  that  <*  The  Queen  v.  Charley  is 
an  authority  that  on  abandonment  iti 


effectual  if  oommunicated  and  acted  on ; 
it  goes  no  farther."  See  ante,  p.  61,  as 
to  Ferry  v.  Fttzhotce, 

(z)  (1852),  7  Exch.  83S  ;  86  E.  R.  Sol, 

(a)  (1857),  3  C.  B.  N.  S.  120. 
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Most  be  an 

intention  to 

relinquish 

right. 

Cook  Y.  Mayor 
of  Bath. 


Jamet  v. 
SUventon. 


M.  It.  V. 

Gribbh, 


Young  ▼.  Star 
Omnibut  Co.y 
Ltd. 


Waterconise. 
Hall  V.  Swift, 


[under  such  ciroumstances,  furnished  no  evidence  of  an  intention  to 
abandon  the  old  right. 

In  Cook  V.  Mayor  of  Bath  (6),  there  had  formerly  been  a  right 
of  way  through  a  back  door,  which  had  been  closed  for  thirty  years, 
and  then  opened  and  used  for  four  years  before  the  obstruction. 
Malins,  Y.-C,  held  that  there  had  been  no  abandonment.  He 
says :  '^  It  is  always  a  question  of  fact,  to  be  ascertained  by  the 
jury  or  the  Court  from  the  surrounding  circumstances,  whether  the 
act  amounts  to  an  abandonment,  or  was  intended  as  such.  If  in 
this  case  the  defendants  had  commenced  building  before  the  door 
had  been  re-opened,  I  should  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
had,  by  allowing  it  to  so  remain  closed,  led  them  into  incurring 
expense,  and  therefore  could  not  prevent  them  acting  on  the 
impression  that  he  intended  to  abandon  his  right." 

In  James  v.  Stevenson  (c),  it  was  held  that  mere  non-user  of  some 
of  the  roads  over  which  a  right  of  way  existed,  where  no  occaaion 
for  user  had  arisen,  coupled  with  the  use  by  the  servient  owner  of 
those  parts  of  the  roads  for  farm  purposes,  did  not  constitute  aban- 
donment :  and  to  the  same  effect  is  Cooke  v.  Ingram  (d). 

In  Midland  Raihcay  Company  v.  Gribhle  {e)y  where,  on  the 
intersection  of  land  by  a  railway,  a  crossing  had  been  provided  for 
the  purpose  of  communication  between  the  severed  parts,  it  was 
held  that,  on  the  alienation  by  the  owner  of  the  part  on  one  side  of 
the  railway  without  reserving  any  right  of  way  over  it,  the  right 
to  use  the  crossing  was  finally  abandoned. 

In  Young  v.  Star  Omnibus  Company^  Ltd.  (/),  the  plaintiffs 
claimed,  and  were  held  entitled  to,  a  right  of  way  over  a  strip  of 
land  10  feet  wide  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendants.  Some  years 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action  the  plaintiffs  erected  on 
their  land  a  summer-house  which  projected  over  the  strip  of  land 
to  the  extent  of  2  feet  4  inches.  The  defendants  having  obstructed 
the  way,  this  action  was  brought,  and  the  defendants  pleaded 
extinguishment  or  abandonment  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  It 
was  held  that  the  erection  of  the  summer-house  was  at  best  only  a 
partial  abandonment,  and  constituted  no  defence  to  the  action.] 

In  HaU  V.  Swift  (^),  where  it  appeared  that  about  forty  years 


(*)  (1868),  L.  R.  6  Eq.  177. 

[e)  [1893]  A.  C.  162. 

(^  (1893),  68  L.  T.  671. 

{e)  [1896]  2  Ch.  827. 

(/)  (1902),  86L.  T.  41. 

{g)  (1838),  6  Scott,  167  ;  4  Bing.  N.  C. 


381 ;  44  R.  R.  728.  See  observations 
on  this  case  by  Patteson.  J.,  in  Carr  r. 
FoBter  (1842),  3  Q.  B.  6S6;  61  R.  B. 
321.  [^Hall  V.  Swift  is,  however,  a  case 
not  of  an  easement,  but  of  a  natnnl 
right.] 
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[Bince  a  strecun  of  water  from  natural  causes  ceased  to  flow  in  its    Must  be  an 

,  •  .        .  intention  to 

accustomed  course,  and  did  not  return  to  it  until  nineteen  years     relinqmsh 
before  the  action  was  brought,  the  Court  held,  that  the  right  to  the       "^^*' 
flow  of  water  was  not  lost.     "  It  is  further  objected,"  said  Tindal,  Eail  v.  Swifi, 
C.  J.,  ^^  that  the  right  daimed  has  been  lost  by  desuetude,  the 
water  having  many  years  since  discontinued  to  flow  in  its  accus- 
tomed channel,  and  having  only  re-commenced  flowing  nineteen 
years  ago.    That  interruption,  however,  may  have  been  occasioned 
by  the  excessive  dryness  of  seasons,  or  from  some  other  cause  over 
which  the  plaintiff  had  no  control.     But  it  would  be  too  much  to 
hold  that  the  right  is,  therefore,  gone ;  otherwise,  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
see  why  the  intervention  of  a  single  dry  season  might  not  deprive 
a  party  of  a  right  of  this  description,  however  long  the  course  of 
enjoyment  might  be  "  (A). 

In  Crossley  v.  Lightmcler  (t),  the  phdntiffs  were  carpet  manu-  CroUley  v. 
facturers,  and  had  carried  on  business  on  the  banks  of  the  river  *^  ^  ' 
Hibble  from  1840  to  1864.  A  supply  of  pure  water  was  necessary 
for  their  business.  The  defendants  claimed  a  right  to  foul  the 
stream  with  the  refuse  of  dye-works,  which  had  been  carried  on 
before  1889,  but  had  then  been  shut  up  and  abandoned,  and 
re-opened  by  the  defendants  in  1864.  Wood,  V.-C,  said :  "  The 
question  of  abandonment,  I  quite  concede  to  the  counsel  for  the 
defendants,  is  a  veiy  nice  one.  On  that  a  great  number  of 
authorities  have  been  cited,  which  appear  to  me  to  come  to  this, 
that  the  mere  non-user  of  a  privilege  or  easement  of  this  description 
is  not  in  itself  an  abaudonment  that  in  any  way  concludes  the 
claimant ;  but  the  non-user  is  evidence  with  reference  to  abandon- 
ment. The  question  of  abandonment  is  a  question  of  fact,  that 
must  be  determined  upon  the  whole  of  the  circumstances  of  the 

case It  has  always  been  held  to  be  of   considerable 

importemce  that  a  person  in  possession  of  a  certain  right,  and 
leaving  the  right  wholly  unused  for  a  long  period  of  time,  and 
having  given  so  far  an  encouragement  to  others  to  lay  out  their 
money  on  the  assumption  of  that  right  not  being  used,  should  not 
be  allowed  at  any  period  of  time  to  resume  his  former  right,  to  the 
damage  and  injury  of  those  who  themselves  have  acquired  a  right 
of  user  which  the  recurrence  to  this  long-disused  easement  will 
interfere  with." 


(A)  Cf.  Hale  v.    Oldroyd   (1845),    14      p.  525. 
If.  &  W.  789 ;   69  B.  R.  824,  sboye,  (i)  (1866),  L.  B.  3  Eq.  279. 
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Mast  be  an 

intention  to 

relinquish 

right. 


Civil  law. 


Non-iuerwith 
disdaimer. 


Norhury  r. 
Meade, 


[On  appeal  (A:),  Lord  Chelmsford,  0.,  said :    "  The  authoriti« 
upon  the   question  of  abandonment  have  decided  that   a  men 
suspension  of  the  exercise  of  a  right  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  an 
intention  to  abandon  it.     But  a  long-continued  suspension  may 
render  it  necessary  for  the  person  claiming  the  right  to  show  that 
some  indication  was  given,  during  the  period  that  he  ceased  to  iwe 
the  right,  of  hiB  intention  to  preserve  it.   The  question  of  abandon- 
ment of  a  right  is  one  of  intention  to  be  decided  on  the  facts  of 
each  particular  case.    Previous  decisions  are  only  so  for  useful  as 
they  furnish  principles  applicable  to  all  cases  of  the  kind.     The 
case  of  lleg.  v.   Chorley  (/)  shows  that  time  is  not  a  necessaiy 
element  in  a  question  of  abandonment,  as  it  is  in  the  case  of  the 
acquisition  of  a  right."    His  Lordship,  on  the  facts,  held  that^  the 
ancient  dye-works  having  been  dismantled  without  any  intention 
of  erecting  others,  the  right  had  been  abandoned,  and  that  the 
case  put  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Moore  v.  Rawson  (m)  exactly  applied.] 
So,  by  the  civil  law,  where  a  right  of  this  kind  was  lost  hj  the 
fountain  drying  up,  it  was  held  to  revive  as  soon  as  the  fountain 
burst  forth  again  («). 

Where,  however,  there  has  not  been  a  mere  cessation  to  enjoy, 
but  it  has  been  accompanied  by  indications  of  an  intention  to 
abandon  the  right,  as  by  a  disclaimer,  there  is  authoritj  for 
saying  that  a  shorter  period  will  be  sufficient  to  extinguish  the 
right.  Such  direct  evidence  of  intention  appears  to  have  been 
treated  in  the  same  manner  as  the  similar  indications  afforded  by 
a  change  in  the  status  of  the  dominant  tenement.  Such  non-user, 
accompanied  by  confessions  that  the  party  had  no  right,  would  at 
all  events  be  strong  evidence,  and  in  effect  almost  eondusive,  that 
he  never  had  any  such  right. 

In  Norbunj  v.  Meade  and-  Ot/iers  (o),  the  Lord  Chancellor  said : 
"  In  the  case  of  a  right  of  way  over  the  lands  of  other  persons, 
being  an  easement  belonging  to  lands,  if  the  owner  chooses  to  say 
*  I  have  no  right  of  way  over  those  lands,'  that  is  disclaiming  that 


{k)  (1867),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478. 

(/)  (1848),  12  Q.  B.  615 ;  76  B.  R. 
330. 

(w)  (1824),  27  R.  R.  376;  3  B.  &  C. 
332,  338  ;  above,  p.  623. 

(n)  Hi,  qui  ex  fundo  Sutrino  aquam 
dncere  soliti  stmt,  adienmt  me,  pro- 
pofiiieruntque — aquam,  qua  per  aliquot 
annos  usi  sunt,  ex  f onte,  qui  est  in  fundo 
Sutrino,  ducere  non  potuisse,  quod  fons 
ezaruifiset ;  et  postea  ex  eo  fonte  aquam 


flnere  coBpisse;  petierontque  (a) 
ut,  quod  jus  non  negligently  aut  co^ 
suk  amiserant,  sed  quia  dncere  non 
poterant,  his  restitueretur.  Qaoniiii 
mihi  postulatio  cum  non  iniqua  Tisa  nt, 
Buocurrendum  his  putayi.  Itaqne  quod 
jus  habuerunt  tunc,  cum  primum  ea 
aqua  perrenire  ad  eos  non  potuit,  id  eis 
restituere  placet. — Dig.  8,  3,  35,  de 
sery.  praod.  rust. 
(0)  (1821),  3  Bligh,  241. 
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right  of  way ;  and  though  the  previous  title  might  be  shown,  a  Non-iwerwith 
subsequent  release  of  the  right  might  be  presumed." 

In  Harvie  v.  Rogers  {p),  where  a  public  right  of  way  was  ^arvisy, 
daimed  in  Sobtlandy  Lord  Eldon  said :  '^  It  was  contended  in 
argument  that,  aecoixiing  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  it  was  necessary 
to  prove  forty  years'  uninterrupted  enjoyment  down  to  the  period 
of  trial.  But  it  is  quite  impossible  to  maintain  a  position  of  that 
kind ;  for  it  would  lead  to  this  consequence,  that  if  you  were  to 
establish  an  uninterrupted  enjoyment,  even  for  the  period  of  sixty 
or  seventy  years,  an  occupier  could  at  any  time  defeat  that  right 
by  successive  obstructions,  although  these  obstructions  might  be 
reristed  by  persons  exerdaing  the  right  of  way,  nnless  they 
thought  proper  to  go  into  a  court  of  justice.  I  apprehend  that 
cannot  be  the  case.  It  cannot  be  the  case  certainly  by  the  law  of 
England.  If  the  right  be  once  established  by  clear  and  distinct 
evidence  of  enjoyment,  it  can  be  defeated  only  by  distinct  evidence 
of  interruptions  acquiesced  in." 

It  is  evident  this  language  cannot  be  taken  literally,  that  no 
amount  of  non-user  would  be  sufficient  to  defeat  a  right  of  way 
once  fully  established.  The  obvious  meaning  of  Lord  Eldon  was, 
that  where  acts  of  interruption  are  proved  as  evidence  that  the 
right  has  ceased,  the  material  inquiry  must  be,  whether  such  acts 
of  interruption  were  known  and  acquiesced  in. 

A  most  important  question  upon  this  point  under  the  Pre-  Effect  of  Pre- 
scription Act  was  suggested  in  the  first  edition,  "  Whether,  in  all  '^"P^^''  ^^*- 
oases  where  an  easement  is  claimed  by  prescription,  the  user  must 
possess  aU  the  qualities  requisite  to  confer  a  title  down  to  the  very 
commencement  of  the  suit ;  and  therefore,  although  the  right  may 
have  clearly  existed  at  an  earlier  period,  it  is  destroyed  by  a 
subsequent  user  not  possessing  those  essential  qualities  (^)."  It 
has  been  already  seen  that,  by  the  statute,  the  period  of  user  to 
acquire  an  easement  must  be  that  immediately  preceding  the 
commencement  of  an  action  (r) ;  and  if  the  statute  had  been  held  to 
be  obligatory  in  all  cases  upon  parties  to  proceed  imder  it,  and  to 
exclude  the  common  law  evidence  of  prescription,  many  ancient 
rights  would  have  been  lost  by  modes  which  at  the  conmion  law 
would  have  been  insufficient  to  produce  that  result,  and  which  the 
legislature,  in  framing  the  statute,  did  not  appear  to  contemplate. 

{p)  (1828),  8  BUgh,  N.  S.  447;   32      [1907]  2  Ch.  616;  affd.  [1908]  1  Oh.  167, 
B.  B.  121.  a  case  of  light. 

{q)  See,  e.g.,  Syman  y.  Van  den  Bergh,         (r)  See  ante,  p.  205,  note  {b), 
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"^^ti  °'  aT      '^^  ^^^  example,  where,  within  the  period  requisite  to  confer  ib 

easement,  there  has  been  a  unity  of  possession  of  the  domiout 

and  servient  tenements,  no  right  under  the  statute  can  h 
acquired  according  to  the  cases  cited,  ante,  p.  186,  note  {»); 
and  supposing  the  right  to  be  ancient,  the  incidental  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  would  have  been,  in  such  a  case,  to  destroy 
it,  if  the  party  claiming  were  compelled  to  claim  under  the  statate, 
but  as  the  right  may  still  be  claimed  as  at  common  law  (^),  no  sod 
consequence  would  in  fact  ensue  (r). 

So,  of  any  other  failure  of  the  requisite  qualities  of  the  user. 
Another  anomaly  would  also  have  arisen  as  to  the  mode  of 
losing  an  easement,  which  would  be  different  in  the  case  of  an 
easement  claimed  by  express  grant  and  by  prescription.  Thus, 
a  right  of  way  by  express  grant  would  not  be  determined  Ij 
amity  of  possession,  as  it  would  have  been  if  claimed  by  pre 
Bcription. 

This  inconvenience  has  been  obviated  by  considering*  this  as 
an  aflBrmative  statute,  which  does  not  take  away  the  common 
law  («) ;  and  a  party  may,  therefore,  allege  and  prove  a  prescrip- 
tive title  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  statute  had  not  passed  (f). 
In  the  case  of  Onlef/  v.  Gardiner  (^),  where  the  defendant  failed 
in  proving  a  sufiBlcient  title  under  the  statute  in  consequence  of  a 
unity  of  possession,  the  Court,  after  argument,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  such  unity  defeated  the  title  under  the  statute,  allowed 
the  defendant  to  amend  his  plea  by  pleading  a  right  of  way  by 
prescription  generally ;  and  in  Richards  v.  Fry  (w),  where  it  was 
suggested  in  argument,  that  **  If  a  party  had  a  right  three  years 
ago,  which  he  released,  and  then  an  action  was  brought  against 
him  for  a  trespass  committed  before  the  release,  if  he  pleads 
according  to  the  letter  of  the  statute,  t.^.,  a  user  for  thirty  yean 
before  the  commencement  of  ihe  suit,  he  would  be  defeated, 
although  the  act  in  question  was  perfectly  justifiable  at  the  time,' 
Patteson,  J.,  observed,  "  He  might  not  be  able  to  avail  himself 
of  the  statute,  but  he  would  have  a  defence  at  common  law ; " 


OnUyr. 
Gardiner, 


^ieharda  v. 
Fry. 


{q)  [But,  Bemble,  this  must  be  taken 
subject  to  the  qualification  that  if  either 
of  the  statutory  defences  (viz.,  (1)  the 
consent  or  agreement  mentioned  in 
sects.  1,  2  or  3  of  the  Act,  as  the  case 
may  be,  or  (2)  interruption  ^within  the 
period  of  twenty  years  next  before  action, 
as  provided  by  sect.  4)  is  available  to  the 
alleged  servient  owner,  the  alleged  domi- 
nant owner  **  cannot  evade  the  Act  by 


setting  up  any  mode  of  claim  other  than 
that  conferred  on  him  by  the  statate." 
See  per  Farwell,  L.  J.,  in  Hyman  v.  V(» 
den  JBeryhy  [1908]  1  Ch.  167,  176.] 

(r)  See  Lataon  v.  Langley  (1836),  4 
A.  ic  E.  898 ;  43  B.  R.  513. 

U)  Bacon,  Abr.  Stat.  Qc. 

(t)  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  496. 

{»)  (1838),  3  Nev.  &  P.  72 ;  7  A.  &  B. 
698;  45B.  B.  816. 
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{and  the  law  has  since  been  laid  down  aooordingly  in  several 
oases  (or).] 

By  the  civil  law,  the  same  period  was  fixed  for  the  loss  of  a  Civil  law. 
prsedial  servitude  by  non-user,  as  for  its  original  acquisition  by  ^^J^  -^ 
enjoyment — ten  years  where  both  parties  were  present,  twenty  oessationof 
when  either  were  absent— and,  until  this  full  period  has  elapsed,  o^Joyment. 
the  servitude,  though,  owing  to  some  alteration  in  the  dominant 
tenement,  it  has  ceased  to  exist  for  a  series  of  years,  might  at 
any  time  revive  by  the  two  tenements  being  restored  to  their 
original  relative  position :  thus,  a  right  of  way,  interrupted  by 
alienation  of  a  portion  of  the  dominant  tenement,  revived  upon 
its  re-purchase  (y) ;   so,  too,  the  servitude  "  altus  non  tollendi  " 
revived,  if  the  intervening  buildings  were  pulled  down. 

To  lose  an  urban  servitude,  as  already  seen,  some  act  of  the 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement  was  also  required.  Where  the 
servitude  was  only  to  be  used  at  fixed  intervals,  exceeding  a  day, 
the  periods  of  prescription  for  the  loss  by  non-user  were  pro- 
longed to  twenty  and  forty  years.  Any  user  within  that  time, 
however,  in  the  right  of  the  dominant  tenement,  whether  by  the 
owner,  occupier,  or  their  friends,  servants,  or  guests,  was  sufficient 
to  preserve  the  servitude  (s). 


(x)  See  aboye,  p.  199. 

(y)  Si  qolB  ex  fando,  oni  viam  yicinns 
debeiret,  vendidisset  locum  proximum 
servienti  fando,  non  impositd.  servitute ; 
et  intr^  legitimum  tempus,  quo  servi- 
tatee  pereunt,  rnrsus  eum  locum  adqni- 
sisset, '  habituruB  est  seryitutem,  quam 
yicinus  debuifset. — Dig,  8,  6,  13,  quern, 
eery.  amit. 

(z)  Siontnsamfructnm,  quinonutendo 
per  biennium  in  soli  rebus,  per  annale 
autem  (tempns)  in  mobilibus  yel  se  mo- 
yentibus  diminnebatuTi  non  pass!  sumus 
hujusmodi  sustinere  compendiosum  in- 
tentnm,  sed  ei  decemiii  yel  yiginti  an- 
norum  dedimns  spatium :  ita  in  csBieris 
iservitntibus  obtineudnm  esse  censuimus, 
nt  omnes  seryitntes  non  utendo  amit- 
tantur,  non  biennio,  (quia  tantummodo 
Soli  rebus  annexee  sunt,)  sed  decennio 
oontrii  preesentes,  yel  yiginti  spatio  an- 
nomm  oontr^  absentes :  ut  sit  in  omni- 
bus hujusmodi  rebus  causa  similis, 
explosis  difEerentiis. — Cod.  3,  34,  13,  de 
sery.  et  aq. 

Si  sic  oon&tituta  sit  aqua,  'ut  yel 
testate  dncatur  tantilm,  yel  uno  mense,' 
quffiritur,  qnemadmodum  non  utendo 
amittatnr :  quia  non  est  continuum  tem- 
pos, quo  cum  uti  non  potest,  non  sit 
usoB.  Itaqne  et  si  altemis  annis  yd 
mensibnfl  quis  aquam  habeat,  dupUoato 


constituto  tempore  amittitur.  Idem  et 
de  itinere  custoditur :  si  vero  *  altemis 
diebus,  aut  die  toto,  aut  tantCun  nocte,' 
statute  legibus  tempore  amittitur :  quia 
una  servitus  est.  Nam  et  si  alternis 
horis,  yel  una  hord  quotidie  seryitutem 
habeat,  Servius  scribit,  perdere  enm, 
non  utendo,  seryitutem :  quia  id,  quod 
habet,  oottidianum  sit. — Dig.  8,  6,  7, 
quem.  sery.  amit. 

Fostremo  finitur  (seryitus)  etiam  non 
ntendo — si  yidelicet  nemo  seryitute  usus 
sit,  neque  is  cui  debetur,  neque  possessor 
praedii  dominantlB  amicusye  aut  hospes ; 
csBterum  ita  si  nemo  usus  sit  seryitute 
per  constitutum  continuum  tempus, 
quod  tempus  est  decern  yel  yiginti 
annorum.  Enimyero  si  senritutis  usus 
continuum  aut  quotidianum  tempus  non 
habeat,  fortd  quia  altemis  annis  aut 
mensibus  constituta  est,  duplicato  con- 
stitute tempore  non  utendo  amittitur, 
id  est  adyersus  preesentes  yig^ti  annis, 
adyersus  absentes  quadraginta.  Idem- 
que  et  in  longioribus  interyallis  pro 
ratione  et  facultate  utendi,  statnendnm, 
Quicumqne  yero  aut  nostro  ut  pnedii 
nomine  usus  sit,  possessor,  meroenarius, 
hospes,  amicus,  colonus,  fructuarius,  re- 
tind>imus  seryitutem. — ^Vinnius,  Oomm. 
ad.  Inst.  lib.  2,  tit.  3,  quibnsmodis  sery. 
aroittantur,  §  6. 
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Civil  law.         The  period  of  twenty  years  was  fixed  as  the  limit,  by  a  oonsti- 

Loss  of      tution  of  Justinian,  for  the  loss,  by  non-nser,  of  a  rig^ht  of  ^wny 

^Mtionof   "^^^^  ^^s  only  to  be  exercised  for  one  day,  at  intervals  of  fi^ 

enjoyment,    years  (uno  tantummodo    die  per  quinquennium),   great   doabis 

having  previously  existed  upon  this  point  amongst  jurifits  (a). 

The  period  for  losing  by  non-user,  as  well  as  that  for  aoquiring 

servitude  by  enjoyment,  might  be  made  up  from  the  time  of  the 

occupation  or  ownership  of  successive  persons — ^both  the  aoqnisiticm 

and  loss  having  respect  to  the  tenement,  and  not  to  the  person  (6). 

Excessive  user      [In  addition  to  the  cessation  of  enjoyment  as  a  means  of  losing 

tinuous  *        A  discontinuous  easement  there  remains  to  be  considered  the  question 

easement.        of  the  effect  of  excessive  user,  which  corresponds  to  encroadunent 

in  the  case  of  continuous  easements  (c). 

The  second  question  propounded  above  (d)  for  consideration  does 
not  arise  in  the  case  of  discontinuous  easements,  the  answer  to  the 
first  question  being  in  the  affirmative. 
Where  en-  In  the  case  of  discontinuous  easements]  the  previously  fl-gisHng 

can  be  right  wiU  not  be  affected  by  acts  of  usurpation;  the  extent  of 

separated.       which  may,  in  such  cases,  easily  be  ascertained.     Thus,  if  a  party 
having  a  right  of  footway  were  to  use  it,  not  only  as  such,  bnt  also 
as  a  horse  or  carriage  way,  though  he  might  thereby  beoome  liable 
to  an  action  for  such  trespass,  he  might  nevertheless  sustain  an 
action  for  any  disturbance  of  his  footway.    The  right  thus  songbt 
to  be  usurped  would,  in  the  mode  of  its  enjoyment,  be  altogether 
distinct  from  the  previous  easement. 
Milner's  Safe        [In  MUmr^B  Safe   Co.y  Ltd.  V.  Great    Nortliem  Sf   City  Ry, 
^CityRy.bo,  Co,  (e)y  the  question   of   the  effect  of  excessive  user  arose  in 
an  action  by  the  plaintiffs  for  a  declaration  that  the  defendant 
company  was    not    entitled    to    use    a    certain    passage    as   a 
thoroughfare  for  passengers  to  or  from  its  station  at  Finsbmy 
Pavement,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  com- 
pany from  so  using,  and  inviting  its  passengers  so  to  use,  this 
passage.    The  passage  in  question  was  a  common  passage  which 
ran  to  a  street  called  West  Street  along  the  back  of  certain  houses 
which  had  in  1832  passed  under  the  will  of  a  testator  to  variooB 
devisees,  the  will  containing  no  express  provisions  as  to  any  rights 
of  way  over  the  passage.    The  plaintiffs  were  owners  of  two  of 
these  houses,  deriving  title  under  one  set  of  limitations  in  the  will, 

{a)  Cod.  3,  34,  14,  de  serv.  et.  aq.  serv.  amit. 

(b)  Tempus,  quo  non  est  nsus  pwe-  tc)  See  above,  p.  528. 

cedens  fundi  dominus,  cui  servitus  de-  /  «  Paff©  528        ''^^ 

bctur,  imputatur  ei,  qui  (in)  ejus  loco  r        -•     J^ 

successit.— Dig.  8,   6,   18,  §   1,  quem.  W  [1907]  1  Ch.  208. 
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[[and  the  defendant  company  was  the  owner  of  the  site  of  two  other    Whwe  en- 
of  the  houses,  deriving  title  under  another  set  of  limitations  in  the       can  be 
will.    The  defendant  company,  having  pulled  down  the  two  houses     geparated. 
standing  on  their  land,  constructed  in  their  place  an  underground  JifUnerU  Safe 
railway  station  having  one  of   its    entrances  opening  into  the  cuyRy'.Co, 
pasBage.    For  nearly  two  years  the  defendant  company  had  invited 
passengers  desirous  of  going  into  or  coming  from  West  Street 
to  pass  along  the  passage  instead  of  entering  at  the  front  of 
the  station  in  Finsbury  Pavement,  and  at  all  times  in  the  day, 
and  especially  in  the  morning  and  evening,  a  large  number  of 
passengers  so  used  the  passage. 

Kekewich,  J.,  held  that  the  right  of  way  to  be  implied  upon  the 
disposition  of  the  houses  by  the  testator,  as  above  mentioned,  was 
one  for  domestic  and  ordinary  business  purposes  only,  and  that  the 
defendant  company  having  made  it  impossible  that  the  passage 
should  be  used  for  the  purpose  ior  which  it  was  designed,  its  right 
wasniol  uiidiBr  the  present  circumstances  exerciseable  at  all. 

In  the  judgment  the  following  passage  occurs:  "It  may  be 
correct  to  say  that  the  right  is  suspended,  for  I  suppose  it  is  pre- 
sumably capable  of  being  revived,  but  what  I  hold  is  that  it  is  not 
under  present  circumstances  exerciseable  at  all."  No  question 
was  raised,  however,  as  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  company 
to  use  the  passage  in  accordance  with  the  right  of  way  which 
the  Court  held  was  proper  to  be  implied  in  the  circumstances, 
and  the  above  observations  of  the  learned  judge  were  called  forth 
upon  a  consideration  of  an  argument  put  forward  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  company  to  the  effect  that  the  site  of  the  two  houses 
was  still  being  used  for  business  purposes,  and  that  as  the  implied 
grant  extended  to  business  purposes  the  present  user  was  within  it. 
It  seems  clear  that  the  learned  judge  was  dealing  rather  with 
this  contention,  than  with  the  true  right  of  the  defendant 
company  under  the  implied  right  of  way,  and  it  is  submitted 
that  the  decision  cannot.be  considered  as  being  opposed  to  the 
views  expressed  above. 

In  Sarrt8j7^Fiot€^_S(-^Som  (/),  the  excessive  user  by  which  it  iTarrisr. 
was  attempted  to  impose  an  additional  burden  on  the  servient      ^^^  ^  ^*^' 
tenement  consisted  in  the  use  of   a  right  of  way  for  obtaining 
access  to  buildings  erected  partly  on  the  land  to  which  the  right 
of  way  was  appurtenant  and  partly  on  other  land.    A  claim  was 

(/)  (1906),  91  L.  T.  816  ;  above,  p.  499. 
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Where  en-     [put  forward  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  right  of  way  had 

can  be       heen  abandoned,  on  the  ground  that,  as  it  was  practically  impoflsihii 

Beporated.     f^  separate  the  lawful  from  the  excessive  user,  the  xight  of  way 

HarriaY,      could  not  be  used  at  all.    This  contention  failed,  ho^rever,  tte 

er^   ons.  q^^j^j.  i^olding  that  there  had  been  no  abandonment,  bixt   that  the 

user  of  the  way  for  access  to  the  buildings  so  far  as   they  wen 

situate  upon  land  to  which  the  right  of  way  was  not  appuitenant 

was  in  excess  of  the  rights  of  the  defendants,  and  a  declaratioii 

was  made  accordingly,  with  Uberty  to  apply.] 
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PART  VI. 

OP  THE  DISTURBANCE  OF  EASEMENTS. 


CHAPTEE  L 

WHAT  AMOUNTS  TO  A  DISTURBANCE. 

There  is  a  clear  distinotion  as  to  the  foundation  of  the  right  Distinction 
of  action  for  a  private    nuisance,  properly  so  called,  and  an  ^*^^fOT^a 
action  for  the  disturbance  of  an  easement.     No  proof  of  any  naiaanoe  and 
ngnt,  in  addition  to  the  ordinary  right  of  property,  is  required  anoeof  an 
in  the  case  of  the  former.    To  maintain  an  action  for  a  disturbance  eaae°i«a*« 
of  an  easement  to  receive  air  by  a  window,  proof  of  the  acces- 
sorial right  must  be  given ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  an  action  is 
brought  for  corrupting  the    air,    or    establishing    an    offensive 
trade  (a).    Yet  the  incidents  of  the  two  classes  of  rights,  as  far  as 
concerns  the  remedies  for  any  infringement  of  them,  are  similar. 
*^  A  man  has  no  need  to  prescribe  to  do  a  thing  which  he  may  do 
of  common  right,  as  to  distrain  for  rent,  rent  service,  &c. ;  or  if 
I  would  prescribe  that,  when  a  man  builds  a  house  so  that  from 
his  house  the  water  runs  upon  my  land,  I  have  been  used  to 
abate  that  which  causes  the  water  to  run  upon  my  land,  this 
prescription  is  void,  for  by  the  common  law  I  can  do  that  as 
.well*' (J).    In  many  cases  an  action  may  be  founded  on  both 
these  rights ;  thus  in  Aldred's   Case  (c),  the  plaintiff  complained  AldretTs  Case, 
of  the  stoppage  of  his  windows,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
erected  a  wooden  building,  and  kept  hogs  therein,  by  means  of 
which  his  easement  of  light  was  obstructed,  and  his  enjoyment  of 
his  messuage  diminished  by  the  smell  of  the  hogs.    Both  injuries 
are  called  nuisances,  and  the  same  principles  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  remedies  for  them  apply  indiscriminately  to  both. 

It  is  not  every  interference  with  the  full  enjoyment  of  an  ease- 

(a)  (1611),  9  Bep.  58  b.  14 ;  Tenant  v.  Goldwin  (1705),  1  Salkeld, 

360. 
(6)  Per  CShoke,  J.,  8  Edw.  4,  5,  pi.  (c)  (1611),  9  Rep.  57  b. 
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Most  be  aome  ment  that  amounts  in  law  to  a  disturbance ;  there  must  be  fioms 
nution  of     '\  sensible  abridgment  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  tenement  to  whidi 
enjoyment.      it  is  attached,  although  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a 
total  obstruction  of  the  easement. 

The  injury  complained  of  must  be  of  a  substantial  nature,  in 
the  ordinary  apprehension  of  mankind^  and  not  arising'  from  the 
caprice  or  peculiar  physical  constitution  of  the  party  aggrieved. 

Thus  it  is  said,  in  Aldred^s  Case^  *'  If  A.  makes  a  wateroourse, 
running  in  a  ditch  from  the  river  to  his  house,  for  his  neoessazy 
use,  if  a  glover  sets  up  a  lime-pit  for  calf-skins  and  sheep-skins, 
so  near  the  said  watercourse  that  the  corruption  of  the  lime-pit 
has  corrupted  it,  for  which  cause  his  tenants  leave  the  said  house, 
an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  it,  as  it  is  adjudged,  13  Hen.  7, 
26/'  (c). 

'^  If  a  chandler  erects  a  melting-house,  it  is  a  common  nuisance ; 
but  if  a  man  is  so  tender-nosed  that  he  cannot  endure  sea-coal,  he 
ought  to  leave  his  house  "  (d). 

"  If  a  man  set  up  a  school  so  near  my  study,  who  am  of  the 
profession  of  the  law,  that  the  noise  interrupts  my  studies,  no 
action  lies  "  (e). 

But  the  ploughing  up  of  land,  over  which  a  man  had  a  right  of 
way,  is  a  nuisance  to  his  right  of  way ;  for  it  is  not  so  easj  to 
him  as  it  was  before  (/).  In  James  y.  Hay  ward  {g)^  Jones,  J., 
said,  "  If  a  private  man  hath  a  way  over  the  land  of  J.  S-,  hy 
prescriptive  grant,  J.  S.  cannot  make  a  gate  across  the  way." 

So,  the  driving  of  stakes  into  a  watercourse,  or  otherwise 
diverting  it,  whereby  I  can  no  longer  have  suflSdent  water  for  my 
mill  {h) ;  even  if  the  stream  be  choked  up  for  want  of  cleansing  (»), 
or  by  the  roots  of  trees  growing  into  it  (A*).     [Or  an  action  will 


Eaaement 
need  not  be 
totaUj 
obstmoted. 


(0}  [This  and  the  following  two  oasee 
axe  instanoee  of  nnieance  (in  tiae  ordinary 
aenae  of  the  word)  rather  than  of  dis- 
torbanoe  of  easements.] 

(S)  Per  Dodderidge,  J.,  in  Jonea  r. 
F^eU  (1628),  Palmer,  638;  [see  the 
pasaaffe  dted  from  the  judgment  of 
fenight  Brnoe,  V.-C,  ante,  p.  452,  and 
the  instances  of  nnisances  given,  p.  453.] 

{e)  Com.  Di^.  Action  on  the  Case  for 
a  Nuisance  (G) ;  [cf .  Harrison  v.  Oood 
(1871),  L.  B.  11  £q.  338,  a  case  of 
ooyenant.] 

(/)  2  Koll.  Abr.  Nusans,  G.  pi.  1 ; 
IClifordr,  Scare  (1874),  L.  R.  9  G.  P. 
362.    Cf.  Austin   y.   Scottish    Widows' 


Assurance  Soeietjf  (1882),  8  L.  R.  Ir.  385  ; 
Nieol  Y.  ^MttmoMm884),  60  L.  T.  112.1 

(g)  (1631),  SirW.  JonaB,  222.  [Coont 
by  reversioner  for  fastening  g^te  made 
Rcrops  private  way,  held  good,  after 
verdict ;  Kidgill  v.  Moor  (1850),  9  G.  B. 
364 ;  82  R.  R.  364 ;  of.  Andrews  t. 
Faradise  (1725),  8  Mod.  318.  As  to 
narrowing  a  w^,  see  Sutton  ▼.  JETmi- 
boro  (1860),  2  P.  &  F.  218 ;  PuUin  v. 
Deffel  (1891),  64  L.  T.  134.] 

(A)  2  Roll,  ubi  sup.  pL  8,  9. 

(t)  Bower  v.  SiU  (1836),  1  Bing.  K. 
G.  549 ;  41  R.  R.  630. 

(k)  Sail  V.  Swift  (1838),  6  Scott,  167 ; 
4  Bing.  K.  C.  381 ;  44  R.  R.  728. 
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lie]  for  affixing  a  small  pipe,  and  thereby  taking  water  from  a 
larger  one  (/),  or  for  diverting  part  of  the  water  only  (m),  [or  for 
opening  a  drain  into  a  sewer  made  by  another  on  my  land  under  a 
reservation  of  right  to  make  it  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  off  his 
drainage  (n).] 

"Item,"  says  Braoton,  "si  quis  aliquid  fecerit  quominus  ad 
fontem,  &o.,  ire  possit,  vel  haurire,  vel  de  fonte  aquae  non  tantam 
aquam  dueere  vel  haurire,  tales  oadere  possunt  in  assisam  "  (o). 

A  oase  is  mentioned  by  Mr.  Starkie  (p),  of  an  action  brought 
for  the  disturbance  of  a  watercourse,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
water,  after  being  used  for  irrigation,  was  returned  to  the  natural 
channel;  and  Wood,  B.,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff.  As,  however,  it 
was  shown  that  a  portion  of  the  water  was  lost  by  irrigation  and 
absorption,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  is  reported  to  have  set  aside 
the  nonsuit. 

To  maintain  an  action  for  obstructing  light,  it  is  [not]  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  [light  is  less  than]  before ;  [there  must  be  a 
substantial  privation  of  light,  enough  to  render  the  occupation  of 
the  house  uncomfortable  according  to  the  ordinary  notions  of 
mankind,  and  (in  the  case  of  business  premises)  to  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  carrying  on  his  business  as  beneficially  as 
before  {q). 

The  question  now  is,  simply.  Does  the  obstruction  amount  to  a 
nuisance  P  But  in  answering  that  question  it  is  said  that  regard 
is  to  be  had  to  the  light  left.  The  following  passage  appears  in 
the  speech  of  Lord  Halsbury,  L.  C,  in  Colls  v.  Home  and  Colonial 
Stores  (r) : — "  The  test  of  the  right  is,  I  think,  whether  the 
obstruction  complained  of  is  a  nuisance,  and,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
the  value  of  the  test  makes  the  amount  of  right  acquired  depend 
upon  the  surroundings  and  circumstances  of  light  coming  from 
other  sources  as  well  as  on  the  question  of  the  proximity  of  the 
premises  complained  of."  In  Kine  v.  Jollp  («),  Vaughan  Williams, 
L.  J.,  makes  the  following  observations :  "  In  applying  that  test 


Basement 
need  not  be 

totaUy 
obstructed. 


Light. 


Whether 
light  left  to 
plaintiff  to 
betaken 
into  oon- 
slderation. 


(Q  Moore  v.  Dame  Broume  (1572), 
Dyer,  319  b,  pi.  17. 

(m)  Anon.,  Dyer  (1566),  248  b,  pi.  80 ; 
see  also  R,  r.  Tindall  (1837),  6  A.  &  E. 
143  ;  45  K.  R.  426. 

n)  Lee  y.  Stevenson  (1858),  EU.  Bl.  & 
.  612. 

(o)  Braoton,  Lib.  4,  ff.  233. 

\p)  2  Eyid.  2nd  ed.  9,  11,  note.   [The 


Ell' 


question  arising  in  snoh  cases  is  stated 
above,  p.  272,  note.] 

(q)  Colli  Y.  Eome  and  Colonial  SioreSy 
Ltd.,  [1904]  A.  C.  179.  [See,  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  right  to  light  which  is 
acquired  by  enjoyment,  above,  p.  317 
et  seq.] 

(r)  [1904]  A.  C.  179,  184. 
(»)  [1905]  ICh.  480,  493. 
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Whether     [to  this  partioular  case  I  am  going  to  take  into  consideration  tbe 

plaintifitobe  ^^ght  coming  from  other  sources  than   through  the   particular 

**^de  ^°     window  in  respect  of  which  the  ohstruotion  is  complained  of  in 

'-  this  action     ....     It  seems  to  me  that  in  Colls  v.  Some  and 

Colonial  Stores,  Ltd.,  the  Law  Lords  came  to  the  conclosioiiy  not 
only  that  we  might,  but  that  we  must,  take  into  consideration  the 
light  coming  from  other  sources."    And  Farwell,  J.,  in  Higgina  y. 
Betts  (t)y  says:  "The  dominant  owner  was  never  entitled  either 
by  prescription  or  under  the  Act  to  all  the  light  that  came  thioogh 
his  windows.    It  was  not  enough  to  show  that  some  light  had  been 
taken,  but  the  question  always  was  whether  so  much  had  been 
taken  as  to  cause  a  nuisance.     But  for  many  years  the  tendency 
of  the  Courts  had  been  to  measure  the  nuisance  by  the  amount 
taken  from  the  light  acquired,  and  not  to  consider  whether  the 
amount  left  was  sufficient  for  the  reasonable  comfort  of  the  house 
according  to  ordinary  requirement.     If  a  man  had  a  house  with 
unusually  excellent  lights,  it  was  treated  as  a  nuisance  if  he  was 
deprived  of  a  substantial  part  of  it,  even  although  a  fair  amount 
for  ordinary  purposes  was  left.     It  is  in  this  respect  that  Coils'^ 
Case  has  to  my  mind  readjusted  the  law.    It  is  still,  as  it  always 
has  been,  a  question  of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance ;  but  the  test  of 
nuisance  is  not  ^how  much  light  has  been  taken,  and  is  that 
enough  materially    to    lessen   the  enjoyment  and   use    of  the 
house  that  its  owner  previously  had  ? '  but,  *  how  much  is  left, 
and   is  that  enough  for   the    comfortable  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  house  according  to  the  ordinary  requirements  of  man- 
kind?'" 

It  is  conceived,  however,  that  in  considering  the  amount  of  light 
left,  regard  will  be  had  to  that  light  only  to  which  an  indefeasible 
right  has  been  acquired.  Assuming,  for  example,  a  room  having 
windows  in  walls  facing  both  east  and  west,  the  windows  in  either 
wall  being  amply  sufficient  to  light  the  room  without  the  assistance 
of  the  light  coming  through  the  windows  in  the  other  wall; 
assuming,  also,  the  windows  in  the  eastern  wall  to  have  enjoyed  the 
access  of  light  for  more  than  twenty  years,  and  those  in  the 
western  wall  to  have  been  open  for  less  than  the  statutory  period. 
In  such  a  case,  in  an  action  for  obstruction  to  the  ancient  windows 
in  the  eastern  wall,  could  regard  be  had  to  the  light  enjoyed 


(0  [1905]  2  Oh.  210,  215. 
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[[through  the  windows  in  the  western  wall,  of  which  the  owner  of    ,.^®*^*' 
the  building  would  be  liable  to  be  deprived  at  any  moment  P  plaintiff  to  be 

The  answer  to  this  question,  it  is  submitted,  should  be  in  the  oo^^er^^n 

negative,  and  the    observations   of    Lord   Lindley  in    Colls  v.  

Some  and  Colonial  Stores  (w),  and  Lord  Atkinson  in  Jolly  v. 
JEV/?^  («?),  support  this  view.  It  is  difficult,  however,  to  see 
how,  in  practice,  the  "  light  coming  from  other  sources " 
can  be  regarded,  if  that  light  is  to  be  only  such  as  the  dominant 
owner  has  acquired  a  right  to.  Such  a  qualification  might,  and 
probably  would,  involve  questions  of  the  rights  of  the  plaintifiE 
against  third  persons.  Moreover,  it  is  now  settled  that  twenty 
years*  enjoyment  gives,  under  the  Prescription  Act,  only  an 
inchoate  right  which  is  liable  to  be  defeated  at  any  time  before 
the  institution  of  proceedings  in  which  the  right  is  brought  into 
question  (ar).  It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  the  only  "light  / 
coming  from  other  sources  "  to  which  regard  could  properly  be  .  - 
had  would  be  such  light  as  the  plaintifE  has  already  established 
his  right  to  by  action,  all  other  light  involving  rights  not  in 
question  in  the  action,  and  possibly  questions  between  the  plaintiff 
and  third  persons,  and,  in  the  case  of  light  to  which  hia  title 
depended  upon  the  Prescription  Act,  being  Hght  of  which  he  was 
liable  to  be  deprived. 

It  is  no  answer  to  an  action  for  disturbance  of  hght  that  the  Interference 
plaintiff  has  himself  slightly  diminished  the  Hght  {y) ;  but  it  is  ^  P^*^- 
otherwise  if  the  result  of  the  plaintiff's  act  is  to  render  the  burden 
on  the  servient  tenement  more  onerous;  as,  for  example,  if  the 
plaintiff,  by  altering  his  premises,  so  diminishes  the  light  coming 
to  them  by  means  other  than  through  the  ancient  windows  as  to 
cause  an  obstruction,  which  before  the  alteration  would  have  been 
immaterial,  to  effect  a  substantial  diminution  in  his  light  (s).] 

"  If  the  boughs  of  your  tree  grow  over  my  land,  I  may  cut  them  No  redrew 
off ;  but  I  cannot  justify  cutting  them  before  they  grow  over  my  ^^^^  iDJurj. 
land,  for  fear  they  should  grow  over  "  {a), 

"  Whether  the  defendant  may  pull  down  the  nuisance  before  the 
house  is  made,  and  so  come  to  be  a  nuisance — I  do  much  doubt 
of  this, — ^here,  it  is  only  said,  the  plarutiff  conatus  f  uit  to  edifie 

■^ ■ ITHMIBIMW^  M^l  III  II  IJ  -  I 

(m)  [1904]  a.  C.  178,  211.  6  Ch.  163 ;  BarneM  v.  Loach  (1879),  L.  R. 

(w)  [1907]  A.  C.  1,  7.  4  Q.  B.  D.  494. 

\x)  Myman  v.  Van  den  Bergh,  [1907]  {z)  Ankeraonv.  Connelly,  [1906]  2  Ch. 

2  Ch.  616 ;  [1908]  1  Ch.  167.  654  ;  [1907]  1  Ch.  678. 

(y)  See  Areedelne  t.   Kelk  (1858),  2  (a)  ter  Croke,   J.,   Norris    v.  Baker 

Gift.  683 ;  Siaight  v.  Burn  (1869),  L.  R.  (1617),  1  RoUe,  Rep.  394. 
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No  redresa    this  house,  and  rear  up  the  timber ;  the  defendant  hath  no  hnrt  \fj 

'-  this,  for  he  may  afterwards  leave  ofE  again — the  defendant  is  not 

to  pull  this  down  for  the  intent  only.  If  one  oomes  upon  his  own 
land,  and  intends  to  come  upon  my  land,  upon  this  imagination  I 
am  not  to  lay  hands  upon  him.  I  never  saw  in  anjr  book  a 
justification  for  a  conation,  because  he  did  not  do  it "  (f/). 

Although,  generally,  some  injury  must  have  been   austained 
before  redress  can  be  had,  yet,  if  the  necessary  consequence  of 
what  has  already  been  done  will  be  an  injury  to  an  easement^  it  is 
not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  remedy  that  actual 
damage  shall  have  accrued.     Thus,  if  a  party  intending  to  build  a 
house,  which  will  obstruct  my  ancient  lights,   erect  fenoes    of 
timber  for  the  purpose  of  building,  I  have  no  right  to  pull  iheisa 
down :  ^'  cur  nemo  tenetur  divinare.    But,  if  a  house  be  built,  the 
eaves  of  which  project  over  my  land,  I  need  not  wait  till  any  "water 
actually  fall  from  them,  but  may  pull  them  down  at  once  **  {x). 
So,  too,  it  was  admitted,  in  Jones  v.  Powell {y),  "that  an  action 
did  not  lie  for  the  fear  of  a  nuisance  merely ;  but  it  is  otherwise 
where  there  is  apparent  cause  for  the  fear,  and,  therefore,  metua  et 
periculum:  for  if  a  man  waits  until  infection  comes,  it  is  too  late 
to  bring  the  action  "  (c). 

Mere  threats,  unaccompanied  by  any  act,  do  not  amount  to  a 
disturbance  (a). 

A  similar  rule  existed  in  the  civil  law.  If  the  work  was  com- 
pleted, the  natural  consequence  of  which  would  be  damage  to  the 
party  complaining,  he  need  not  wait  until  such  damage  actually 
occurred  (6). 


L: 


Qaia  timet. 


(u)  Per  Coke,  C.  J.,  in  S.  C,  3  Bul- 
BtEt)ae,  197,  nom.  Morrice  v.  Baker  ;  Bee 
Fenruddock'a  Case  (1738),  5  Rep.  101. 

(r)  2  Roll.  Abr.  146,  Nusans,  U. ;  R 
aoc.  Fay  v.  Frentxce  (1845),  1  C.  B.  828 
68  R.  R.  823.     [See  Fickering  v.  Rudd 
(1815),   16  R.  R.  777;   4  Camp.  219 
Barker  v.   Green  (1824),  2  Binar.   317 
SampsotiY,  Hoddinott  (1867),  1  O.B.N.  S 
690.] 

(y)  (1628),  Palmer,  636. 

{z)  [Attorney 'General  v.  Birmingham 
Borough  Council  (1868),  4  Kay  &  J.  628; 
i\j«w«a»v.Gft7/orrf(1874),L.R.18Eq.259; 
Siddont  v.  Short  (1877),  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  D. 
672  ;  Lord  Cowley  v.  Byaa  (1877),  L.  R. 
6  Ch.  Div.  944 ;  Fletcher  v.  Bealey  (1886), 
L.  R.  28  Ch.  D.  688  ;  FhiUips  v.  Thomas 


(1890),  62  L.  T.  793;  Att.-Gm.  r. 
Corporation  of  Maneheater,  [1893]  2  Ch. 
87.  Damages  are  not  reooyerable  for 
a  fear  that  a  nuisance  will  be  continued : 
Battiahill  v.  Beed  (1866),  18  C.  B.  696; 
Simpion  v.  Savage  (1866),  1  C.  B.  N.  S. 
347.] 

(a)  Earl  of  Shrewsbury's  Case  (1738), 
9  Rep.  46  b. 

{b)  Hceo  autem  actio  (aquas  pluTis 
aroendfe),  locum  habet  in  damno  non- 
dum  facto,  opere  tamen  jam  facto; 
hoc  est,  de  eo  opere,  ex  quo  daninnin 
timetnr,  totiensque  locum  habet,  quo- 
tiens  manu  facto  opere  agro  aqua  nod- 
tura  est.  Id  est,  cum  quia  manu  feoerit, 
quo  aliter  flueret,  quam  naturcL  soleret. 
— ^Dig.  39,  3,  1,  1,  de  aq.  et  aq.  pi.  an. 


WHAT  AMOUNTS  TO  A  DISTURBANCE.  67S 

An  action  Kes  as  well  for  a  disturbanoe  of  the  seoondary  ease-  IMsfcopbance 
znents,  without  which  the  primary  one  cannot  be  enjoyed,  as  for  a  easemente/ 
disturbance  of  the  primary  easement  itself. 

^*  Item/'  says  Bracton,  ^'  si  quis  ii*e  ad  fontem  prohibetur,  habet 
actionem,  ^  Quare  quis  obstruxit ; '  quia  cui  conceditur  haustus,  ei 
oonoeditur  iter  ad  fontem  et  aocessus  "  (c). 


(e)  Lib.  4.  ff.  233 ;  [Haee  y.  JFard  (1857),  7  E.  &  B.  384  ;  and  see  Peter  y.  Daniel 
(1848),  6  C.  B.  668.] 
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CHAPTER  n. 


REMEDIES  FOR  DISTURBANCE. 


The  remedies  for  any  disturbance  of  an  easement  are  of  two 
kinds : — 1.  By  act  of  the  party  aggrieved ;  and  2.  By  act  of  law. 


Bemedj  by 
act  of  party. 

Abatement. 


Sect  1. — Remedies  by  Act  of  the  Party. 

"  Nota,  reader,"  says  Lord  Coke,  "  there  are  two  ways  to 
redress  a  nusance,  one  by  action,  and  in  that  he  shall  recoyer 
damages,  and  have  judgment — ^that  the  nusance  shall  be  jremoved, 
east  down  or  abated,  as  the  case  requires ;  or  the  party  ag'grieTed 
may  enter  and  abate  the  nusance  himself'*  (a). 

Bracton  says  that  the  remedy  by  act  of  the  party  must  be 
taken  without  delay. 

*^  Ea  yero  quae  sic  levata  sunt  ad  nocumentum  injuriosum,  vel 
prostrata  vel  demolita,  statim  et  recenter  flagrante  maleficioy  meat 
de  aliis  disseisinis,  demoliri  possunt,  et  prostemi,  vel  relevari  et 
reparari,  si  querens  ad  hoc  sufficiat ;  si  autem  non,  recurren- 
dum  est  ad  eum  qui  jura  tuetur,  qui  per  tale  breve  remedimn 
habebit"  {h). 

It  was  resolved  by  all  the  justices,  "  that  a  man  aggrieved  by  a 
nuisance  may  enter  upon  the  land  of  another  and  abate  the 
nuisance,  by  the  common  law,  without  prescription,  and  trespass 
will  not  lie  against  him  either  for  the  entry  or  abatement "  ((?)• 


(a)  BatenU  Case  (1738),  9  Rep.  64  b ; 
Terry  v.  Fitzhowe  (1845),  8  Q.  B.  775; 
70  R.  R.  626. 

(b)  Lib.  4,  fP.  233  ;  and  vide  fl.  233  b. 
[According  to  Blackstone,  3  Comm.  6, 
an  abatement  is  lawful,  because  an  itn- 
mediate  remedy  is  required;  but  the 
right  to  abate  is  not  confined  to  pressing 
cases,  except  perhaps  where  the  nuisance 
consists  only  in  omisfiion.    See  per  Best, 


J.,  in  Earl  of  LorudaU  r,  Kelson  (1823), 
26  R.  R.  363;  2  B.  &  G.  at  p.  311. 
In  Lane  t.  Captey,  [1891]  3  Ch.  411, 
where  the  party  ag^eved  had  applied 
for  a  mandatory  injunction  and  failed, 
it  was  held  that  he  had  not  neeeasArily 
lost  his  right  to  abate.] 

{c)  Brooke's  Abridg.  Knsanoe,  f .  102  b, 
pi.  33. 
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Bemedjby 
act  of  iMuty. 


Abatement. 


"  If  a  man  make  a  ditoh  in  his  own  land,  by  means  of  which 
the  water  which  runs  to  my  mill  is  diminished,  I  may  myself  fill 

up  the  ditch  "(rf). 

^'If  a  man  erects  upon  his  own  soil  anything  which  is  a 
nuisance  to  my  mill,  house  or  land,  I  may  remain  (estoier)  on 
my  own  soil  and  throw  it  down.  And  so  I  may  enter  on  his 
soil  and  throw  down  the  nuisance,  and  justify  this  in  action  of 
trespass"  (e). 

''  If  a  nuisance  be  made  to  my  freehold,  I  may  enter  on  his 
land  (who  made  it)  and  deject  the  nuisance." 

"If  a  man  stops  my  way  to  my  common,  and  incloses  the 
common,  I  may  justify  the  dejection  of  the  indosure  of  the 
common  or  way." 

"  If  a  nuisance  be  made  to  my  land  in  which  I  have  an  estate 
for  years,  I  may  still  deject  the  nuisance  "  (/). 

In  an  old  case  (^),  it  was  decided,  "  That  if  water  runs  through 
the  land  of  M.,  and  he  stops  the  water  in  his  own  close,  so  that 
it  surrounds  my  land,  I  may  enter  on  his  close  to  remove  the 
obstruction,  and  he  shall  not  maintain  an  action." 

J.  S.  erected  a  mill  dam,  part  upon  his  own  land  and  part  upon  Wigford  r. 
the  land  adjoining ;  the  owner  of  the  land  adjoining  pulled  down 
the  portion  of  the  dam  standing  upon  his  land,  by  which  all  the 
dam  fell  down,  and  the  water  ran  out.  All  the  Court  held  it  was 
justifiable.  "  So,  if  one  erects  a  wall  partly  upon  his  own  lands 
and  partly  upon  the  land  of  his  neighbour,  and  the  neighbour 
pulls  down  the  part  of  the  wall  upon  his  land,  and  therefore  all 
the  wall  falls  down,  this  is  lawful "  (//). 

So,  in  Hex  v.  Ito8ewell{i)y  it  is  laid  down,  "If  H.  builds  b,  juxy. 
house  so  near  mine  that  it  stops  my  lights,  or  shoots  the  water  ^'^"^'^^^ 
upon  my  house,  or  is  in  any  other  way  a  nuisance  to  me,  I  may 
enter  upon  the  owner's  soil  and  pull  it  down;"  "and  for  this 
reason  only,  it  is  said,  a  small  fine  was  set  upon  the  defendant  in 
an  indictment  for  a  riot  in  pulling  down  some  part  of  a  house,  it 
being  a  nuisance  to  his  lights,  and  the  right  found  for  him  in  an 
action  for  stopping  his  lights." 

In  Raikea  v.   Totcnsend  {k)y  where  the  disturbance  complained  ^ikesv. 
of  was  the  obstruction  of    a    rivulet,  by  means    whereof   the    ^'"^ 


{d}  9  Edw.  4,  35. 

(e)  2  Rolle,  Abr.  Xusans  (S). 

(/)  Ibid,  W. 

is)  8  Edw.  4,  6. 

G. 


(A)   JFiffford  ▼.  GiU  (1692),  Cro.  Elk. 
269. 

(i)  (1699),  Salkeld,  459. 
(k)  2  Smith,  9. 
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Care  in 
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defendant's  cattle  could  not  obtain  water  bo  plentifully  as  Wore, 
and  the  defendant  entered  upon  the  soil  of  the  plaintiff  and 
abated  the  mill-dam ;  after  judgment  for  the  defendant,  a  motion 
was  made  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plainti£P  non  obstante  veredicto, 
which  was  overruled.  The  passages  above  cited  from  Ilolle's  Abr. 
were  relied  on  as  an  authority  for  confining  the  right  to  abate  to  ihs 
cases  of  nuisance  to  a  mill,  house,  or  land.  Lord  Ellenboroagli, 
0.  J.,  said,  ^*  These  cases  are  only  put  as  instances." 

No  previous  demand  is  requisite  (/),  except  where  the  [[nuisance 
cannot  be  abated  without  trespassing  on  the  servient  tenement, 
and  such  tenement  is  in  the  actual  occupation  of  the  owner,  so 
that  an  abatement  without  notice  is  likely  to  lead  to  a  breach  of 
the  peace  (m),  or  has  passed  into  other  hands  since  the  erection. 
In  the  latter]  case,  without  such  demand,  the  abatement  would 
not  be  lawful;  for  the  new  occupant  was  not  liable  to  a  quod 
permittat  before  request  made  (n).  But  the  demand  may  be  made 
either  on  the  lessor  or  lessee,  for  the  continuance  is  a  nuisance  bj 
the  lessee,  against  whom  an  action  well  lies  (o). 

The  abatement  may  be  made  by  the  party  in  possession  of  the 
dominant  tenement,  although  the  nuisance  existed  previous  to  lus 
entering  on  the  possession  of  it  (p). 

In  abating  a  private  nuisance,  a  party  is  bound  to  use  reasonable 
care  that  no  more  damage  be  done  than  is  necessary  for  effecting 
his  purpose  {q)  [without  injury  to  third  parties  (r).] 

But,  in  abating  a  public  nuisance,  it  seems  doubtful  whether 
the  same  degree  of  caution  is  required  (s).  Thus,  in  Lodie  v. 
Arnold  (^),  it  is  said :  "  That  [the  Court  seem  to  agree  that]  when 


(I)  Ferrtf  v.  Fitzhovoe  (1846),  8  Q.  B. 
757 ;  70  R.  R.  626 ;  Lemmon  v.  Wehb^ 
[1895]  A.  G.  1.  Distinguish  Burling  y. 
BeadXlUO),  11  Q.  B.  904;  75  R.  R. 
662,  where  tiie  defendant  claimed  a  right 
to  the  soil.  It  is  reasonable  to  give 
notioe  in  evcrj  case ;  per  James,  L.  J., 
in  CommtMioners  of  Sewers  v.  Glaate 
(1872),  L.  R.  7  Oh.  at  p.  464. 

(m)  Lavies  ▼.  mUianu  (1851),  16  Q. 
B.  546;  83  R.  R.  592;  and  Lane  v. 
Capsetf,  [1891]  3  Gh.  411. 

(n)  Penruddoek's  Case  (1738),  6  Rep. 
101 ;  [Jones  v.  Williams  (1843),  11  M.  & 
W.  176;  63  R.  R.  564,  in  which  an 
exception  is  made  in  oases  of  immediate 
danger.] 

(o)  Brent  v.  Haddon  (1620),  Gro.  Jac. 
555. 

(p)  Ibid. 


iq)  Gom.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for 
a  Nnsance,  D.  4;  Perry  y,  Fitzhowe 
(1846),  8  Q.  B.  775;  70  R.  R.  626; 
[Greenslade  v.  Halliday  (1830),  6  Bing. 
379 ;  53  R.  R.  241 ;  Bavies  t.  WiUUmt 
(1851),  19  Q.  B.  566,  per  Gur.] 

(r)  Roberts  t.  Rose  (1865),  3  H.  &  C. 
162;  L.  R.  lEx.  82. 

(#)  In  Gomyns*  Digest,  it  is  stated, 
"  That  a  man  may  justify  pulling  down 
a  house  with  yiolenoe,  whereby  the 
materials  are  lost."  The  only  authority 
cited  for  this  position,  [if  taken  to  mean 
that  such  damage  may  be  caused  by  ud- 
neoessary  violence, J  is  the  case  of  Lodie 
V.  Amoii,  which  is  an  authority  for  it 
at  all  events  only  in  the  case  of  an 
abatement  of  a  public  nuisance. 

(t)  (1698),  Salkeld,  458. 
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H.  has  a  right  to  abate  a  pubKc  nuisance,  he  is  not  bound  to  do    I^edy  by 

it  orderly  and  with  as  little  hurt  in  abating  it  as  can  be."     In  the  - 

case  of  James  v.  Hayward  (w),  the  defendant  might  have  opened  ^  ' 

the  giite  mthout  cutting  it  down,  yet  the  cutting  was  lawful ;  and 
the  Court  denied  Stirs  Case  {x),  that  matter  of  aggravation  need 
to  be  answered.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  gate  was  fastened, 
but  rather  the  contrary  (y). 

In  the  case  of  Lodie  v.  Arnold^  it  appears  from  the  report,  that  Disposal  of 
the  materials  of  the  house  pulled  down  rolled  into  the  sea,  but 
not  that  the  defendant  threw  them  there.  In  James  v.  Hayward^ 
it  is  laid  down,  that  ^^  a  (public)  nuisance  must  be  abated,  in  such 
a  convenient  manner  as  it  can  be;  if  a  house  be  levied  to  the 
nuisance  (of  another),  the  whole  house  shall  be  abated;  if  a  part, 
that  part  only  shall  be  abated ;  but,  as  to  the  house,  when  the 
nuisance  is  abated,  it  is  not  lawful  to  destroy  the  materials,  but 
they  shall,  after  the  abatement,  remain  to  the  owners  of  them,  and 
to  him  who  did  the  nuisance."  [In  Rea  v.  S/ieicard  (s),  it  was 
held  that  goods  wrongfully  placed  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  defendant's 
land  might  lawfully  be  removed  to  and  deposited  on  the  plaintiff's 
own  land ;  and  an  action  of  trespass  was  dismissed.] 


(m)  (1631),  Cro.  Car.  184  ;  RoU.  Abr. 
Nusans,  T. ;  Sir  W.  Jones.  R.  221,  S.  C. 

{x)  (1595),  Cro.  El.  381. 

(V)  [The  origin  of  the  doubt  above 
expressed,  whether  the  same  care  is 
required  in  abating  a  public  and  a 
private  nuisance,  appears  to  be  the 
extra-judicial  opinion  which,  in  the 
passage  above  cited,  is  attributed  to 
the  Court  in  Lodie  v.  Arnold,  That 
opinion  appears  from  the  context  to 
hare  been  founded  on  James  v.  Hay- 
ward.  But  in  James  y.  Hayward  the 
question  was  not  as  to  the  manner  of 
abating  the  nuisance,  but  whether  the 
gate  was  a  nuisance,  and,  if  so,  could 
be  abated.  The  opening  of  the  gate 
would  not  have  abated  the  nuisance. 
The  modem  precedents  of  justification 
on  the  ground  of  the  removal  of  a  public 
nnlBanoe,  allege  that  no  unnecessary 
damage  was  done  by  the  defendant  in 
the  removal  (see  3  Chit,  on  PI.  6th  ed. 
1008) ;  and  in  the  Mayor  of  Colchester  v. 
Brooke  (1845),  7  Q.  B.  339 ;  68  R.  R. 


458,  the  Court  put  the  cases  of  private 
and  public  nmsancee  on  the  same  footing 
with  regard  to  the  care  to  be  used  in 
removing  them.  In  the  latter  case,  and 
in  Dunes  v.  Fetley  (1850),  15  Q.  B.  283  ; 
81  R.  R.  573,  it  was  held  that  an  indi- 
vidual is  not  justified  in  abating  a  public 
nuisance,  unless  it  does  him  a  special 
injury  ;  and  in  the  case  of  a  nuisance  in 
a  public  highway,  **  he  can  only  inter- 
fere with  it  as  far  as  is  necessary  to 
exercise  his  right  of  passing  along  the 
highway  ....  and  cannot  justify 
doing  any  damage  to  the  property  of  the 
person  who  has  improperly  placed  the 
nuisance  in  the  highway,  if,  avoiding  it, 
he  might  have  passed  on  with  reason- 
able cun  venience. '  *  In  Bateman  v.  Black 
(1852),  18  Q.  B.  876;  88  R.  R.  813, 
Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  goes  so  far  as  to 
say  that  he  cannot  justify  unless  "  there 
was  no  way  in  which  he  could  exercise 
his  right  without  the  removal.''] 

(z)  (1837),  2  M.  &  W.  424 ;  46  R.  R. 
633. 
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Sect.  2. — Remedies  by  Act  of  Law. 

The  remedy  by  act  of  law  for  the  disturbance  of  an  easement 
[was]  either  by  action  at  law  or  by  suit  in  equity. 

[By  the  provisions  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854  (ff), 
giving  the  common  law  courts  power  to  issue  injunctions  and 
receive  equitable  defences,  and  by  Lord  Caims'  Act  (6)-,  giving 
the  Court  of  Chancery  power  to  award  damages  in  addition  to  or 
in  substitution  for  an  injunction,  approach  was  made  towards 
giving  concurrent  jurisdiction  to  courts  of  law  and  equity.  But 
there  were  still  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  to  choose  the 
proper  court  at  his  peril.  The  foundation  of  the  common  law 
jurisdiction  was  damages,  and,  if  no  actionable  wrong  had  been 
oommitted,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  relief  at  law ;  and  so,  if 
his  right  was  an  equitable  right.  The  foundation  of  the  equitable 
jurisdiction  was  the  right  to  an  injunction ;  and  equity  would  not 
award  damages  when  the  injury  was  not  substantial  enough  to 
warrant  an  injunction. 

By  the  Judicature  Act,  1873  (c),  the  jurisdiction  both  of  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery  and  of  the  common  law  courts  has  been 
transferred  to  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  which  is  to  administer 
law  and  equity  concurrently ;  and,  when  there  is  any  conflict 
between  the  rules  of  equity  and  the  common  law,  the  rules  of 
equity  are  to  prevail.  The  High  Court  is  further  empowered  to 
grant  a  mandamus  or  an  injunction  ''in  all  cases  in  which  it  shall 
appear  to  the  Court  to  be  just  or  expedient  that  such  order 
should  be  made."  And  under  the  Act  of  1875  {d)  new  rules  and 
forms  of  pleading  are  provided. 

These  Acts  do  away  with  the  distinction  between  equity  and 
law  in  disputes  respecting  easements,  and  supersede  the  old 
forms  of  proceeding.  Equity  has  ceased  to  be  a  concurrent 
jurisdiction  mitigating  the  rigour  of  the  law,  and  has  become 
a  part  or  amendment  of  the  law. 

By  the  County  Courts  Act,  1888  (e),  as  amended  by  the  Coimty 
Courts  Act,  1903  (/),  the  County  Courts  have  jurisdiction  to  try  any 
action  in  which  the  title  to  an  easement  or  licence  comes  in 


(a)  17  &  18  Vict.  r.  125,  as.  79,  83; 
repealed  by  46  &  47  Vict.  o.  49. 

(*)  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  27,  b.  2  ;  below, 
p.  608. 


(c)  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66,  fs.  16,  24,  25. 
(rf)  38  &  39  Vict.  o.  77,  8.  17. 
(e)  61  &  62  Vict.  0.  43,  8.  60. 
(/}  3  Edw.  7i  c.  42,  8.  3. 
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[question,  "  where  neither  the  value  nor  reserved  rent  of  the  lands,  B^iedy  >y 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  in  respect  of  which  the  easement  or 
licence  is  claimed,   or  on,  through,  over  or  under  which  such 
easement  or  licence  is  claimed,  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
pounds  hy  the  year." 

When  the  defendant  claimed  an  easement  as  one  of  the  public, 
BO  that  there  was  no  alleged  dominant  tenement,  it  was  held  that 
the  above  section  did  not  apply  (^7). 

The  Mayor's  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  cases,  no  matter  Mayor^g 
what  the  amount  involved  may  be,  where  the  whole  cause  of  action  diction.'""' 
arises  within  the  City  of  London.     "  The  words  *  cause  of  action ' 
have  been  held  from  the  earliest  times  to  mean  every  fact  which  is 
material  to  be  proved  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  succeed — every  fact 
which  the  defendant  would  have  a  right  to  traverse  "  (A). 

By  the  May or*s  Court  Procedure  Act,  1857  (t),  "  Where  the  debt 
or  damage  claimed  in  any  action  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  £50, 
no  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  shall  be  allowed,  provided  the  defendant, 
or  one  of  the  defendants,  shall  dwell  or  carry  on  business  within  the 
City  of  London  or  the  liberties  thereof  at  the  time  of  the  action 
brought,  or  provided  the  defendant,  or  one  of  the  defendants,  shall 
have  dwelt  or  carried  on  business  at  some  time  within  six  months 
next  before  the  time  of  the  action  brought,  or  if  the  cause  of  action, 
either  wholly  or  in  part,  arose  therein." 

By  virtue  of  sect.  89  of  the  Judicature  Act,  1873,  the  Mayor's 
Court  (k)  has  power  to  grant  injunctions  and  other  relief,  in  cases 
within  its  jurisdiction,  '^  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  might 
and  ought  to  be  done  in  the  like  case  by  the  High  Court  of 
Justice." 

(a)  Parties  to  Actions  (/). 

Parties  entitled  to  site.'] — ^As  an  easement  is  a  benefit  attached  Whomaysae. 
to  the  dominant  tenement,  the  party  in  possession  may  sue  for 
any  interference  with  its  enjoyment,  even  though  such  inter- 
ference be  of  a  temporary  nature  only. 


iff)  Hatckint  v.  Rutter,  L.  R.  (1892),  1 
Q.B.668.  Where  the  plaintiff  recoyered 
onlj  fortj  shUlings  as  damages  for  inter- 
fering with  an  easement,  it  was  held  that 
the  action  was  properly  brought  in  the 
High  Court,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to 
costs :  Howard  y.  SuteUfe,  [1895]  2  Q.  B. 
368. 

(A)  Choke  y.  GiU  (1873),  L.  R.  8  C.  P. 
107,  at  p.  116. 


(i)  20  &  21  Vict,  c  167,  s.  12. 

{k)  The  Mayor's  Court  is  an  inferior 
Court :  Cox  y.  Mayor  of  London  (1867), 
L.  £.  2  H.  L.  239. 

(I)  [This  and  the  following  two  parts 
of  this  section  were  gfrou{^  bj  the 
author  under  the  title  of  **  Remedy  by 
Action  at  Law  "  ;  the  fourth  waa  headed 
*  *  Remedy  by  Suit  in  Equity."] 
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If  suoh  interference  be  of  a  permanent  nature,  and  injurioas 
to  the  inheritance,  the  reversioner  may  also  have  an  action  for 
the  same  disturbance  (m). 

[It  has  been  held  that]  for  a  trespass  on  the  land  not  of  a  con- 
tinuous nature,  even  though  committed  expressly  in  the  aasertioii 
of  a  right,  the  reversioner  could  not  sue  (n).  The  correctness  of 
the  decision  in  the  last  case  appears  to  depend  upon  the  question, 
whether  the  user  during  the  continuance  of  the  particular  estate 
would  be  evidence  against  the  reversion, — which  the  Court 
assumed  it  would  not.  But  even  admitting  that  enjoyment, 
shown  to  have  commenced  since  the  beginning  of  the  particular 
estate,  would  confer  no  title  as  against  the  reversioner,  even  if  he 
was  aware  of  it — a  point  of  considerable  doubt  (o), — ^it  seems 
hardly  possible  to  say  that  enjoyment  during  a  long  particular 
estate  would  not  interpose  difficulties  to  the  reversioner  in  resist- 
ing the  claim  upon  its  determination.  "  The  ground  upon  which 
a  reversioner  is  allowed  to  bring  his  action  for  obstructions, 
apparently  permanent,  to  light  and  other  easements,  which  belong 
to  the  premises  is,  that,  if  acquiesced  in,  they  would  become 
evidence  of  a  renunciation  and  abandonment "  (p). 

[The  action  by  a  landlord  for  an  injury  to  land  in  the  possession 
of  his  tenant  may  be  traced  to  very  early  times.  There  are  several 
cases  in  the  year  books  where  such  actions  have  been  maintained, 
not  only  for  a  permanent  damage  or  destruction  of  the  \ejid  (g), 
but  also  for  transient  acts  commencing  and  ending  during  the 
tenancy,  but  which  occasioned  loss  to  the  landlord.  Such  acts  are : 
ousting  a  tenant  (r) ;  menacing  tenants  at  will,  whereby  they 
determined  their  tenancies  (s)  ;  improperly  setting  up  a  court,  and. 


(m)  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for 
a  Nusanoe,  B. ;  Jackton  y.  Pttked  (1813), 
1  M.  &  S.  234  ;  14  R.  R.  417  ;  Alston  v. 
Scales  (1832),  9  Bing.  3 ;  85  R.  R.  602. 
See  also  Hopwood  v.  Scholjield  (1837),  2 
Koo.  &  Rob.  34;  Tucker  v.  Newman 
(1839),  11  A,  &  E.  40  ;  Fay  v.  Prentice 
(1845),  1  C.  B.  828;  68  R.  R.  823; 
{Kidgill  v.  Moor  (1860),  9  G.  B.  364  ;  82 
K.  R.  364 ;  The  Metropolitan  Assoeiation 
Y.  Fetch  (1868),  6  0.  B.  N.  S.  604], 

(»)  Bazter  v.  Taylor  (1832),  4  B.  & 
Ad.  72  ;  38  R.  R.  227. 

(o)  Vide  supra,  Part  II.  Chap.  III., 
Sect.  2,  p.  214. 

(jp)  Ter  Cur.  in  Bower  y.  Mill,  See 
also  1  Wms.  Saund.  346  b,  n. ;  1  Notes 
to  Saund.  625  ;  and  Durham  and  Sunder- 
land  Mail.  Co,  y.  H^alker  (1842),  2  Q.  B. 


963  ;  Hopwood  y,  Scholfield  (1837),  2  M. 
&  Rob.  34. 

(q)  As  in  19  Hen.  6,  46,  where  Und 
in  the  possession  of  a  tenant  at  wiU  was 
subverted  bj  a  stranger,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  tenant  at  wiU  should  haye  an 
action  of  trespass,  because  he  oould  not 
haye  the  profit  of  the  land,  and  the 
landlord  another  action  of  trespass  ior 
the  destruction  of  the  land.  Bro.  Abr. 
Trespas.  nl.  131;  2  Bol.  Abr.  651, 
Trespas.  N.  pi.  3. 

(r)  12  Hen.  6,  4. 

(»)  9  Hen.  7,  7 ;  1  Rol.  Abr.  108,  lO. 
21 ;  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for 
Misfeasance,  A.  6 ;  cited  bj  Holt,  C.  J., 
Keeble  y.  Hiekeringill  (1809),  11  East, 
676  ;  11  R.  R.  273,  n. ;  BeU  y.  MtHaitd 
Mail  Co,  (1861),  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  307. 
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[hy  frequent  distresses  on  the  tenants  for  not  attending  the  court,     Injury  to 

impoverishing  them  so  that  they  were  unable  to  pay  their  rent  {t) ;  ^ 

fouling  water  with  the  refuse  of  a  lime-pit,  in  which  the  defendant 
Bteeped  calves'  skins  and  sheep  skins,  which  caused  the  plaintiif 's 
tenants  to  leave  his  houses  {u) ;  or,  taking  toll  of  a  tenant  who  was 
exempt  from  toll  (x). 

The  rule  laid  down  in  Com.  Dig.,  Action  on  the  Case  for  a  Comyns' 
Nusance,  B.,  on  the  authority  of  Bedingfield  v.  Omlow  (y),  and  *^  " 
JesBer  v.  Giffbrd  (a),  is,  "  If  the  nuisance  is  to  the  damage  of  the 
inheritance,  he  in  the  reversion  shall  have  an  action  for  it."  The 
authorities  relied  on  by  the  Court  in  Bedingfield  v.  Onslow  were 
19  Hen.  6,  45;  12  Hen.  6,  4;  2  Eol.  Abr.  561 ;  and  Love  v. 
JPiggotiy  Cro.  El.  55,  which  is,  "  It  was  said  there  are  divers  pre- 
cedents, that  if  a  lessee  for  years  be  sued  in  Court-Christian  for 
tythes,  he  in  the  reversion  may  have  a  prohibition." 

In  ThomlinsonY.  Brmm  (a),  an  action  was  brought  by  a  landlord  Thomiinaon  v. 
against  his  tenant  for  stopping  up  the  windows  of  the  house.  It  ^^^^*^' 
was  said  that,  as  the  nuisance  to  the  house  might  be  abated 
before  the  defendant's  term  expired,  the  plaintiff  could  not  then 
maintain  an  action  against  his  own  lessee  for  stopping  them  up ; 
but  the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  might  then 
maintain  an  action  for  the  injury  to  his  inheritance  by  obstructing 
the  ingress  of  light  and  air  into  the  house,  and  that  the  action  did 
as  well  lie  against  the  defendant,  his  own  lessee,  as  against  any 
other  person. 

Jesser  v.  Oifford  (6)  was  an  action  by  a  reversioner  for  erecting  a  J«^  ▼• 
wall,  whereby  the  plaintiff's  lights  were  obstructed.  Mr.  Justice 
Ashton  read  the  case  of  Thomlinsmx  v.  Brown^  where  Mr.  Norton, 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  argued  that  a  temporary  nuisance  cannot  be 
an  injury  to  the  inheritance :  it  may  be  abated  before  the  estate 
comes  into  possession  ;  but  Mr.  Crowle,  for  the  plaintiff,  answered 
that  it  was  a  damage  done  to  the  inheritance,  for  if  the  reversioner 
wanted  to  sell  his  reversion,  the  obstruction  would  lessen  the  value; 
and  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  an  action  might  be  brought  by 
the  tenant  in  respect  of  his  possession,  and  by  the  landlord  in 


(0  Earl  of  Suffolk's  Case,  13  Hen.  4,  Aldred's  Case  (1611),  9  Rep.  59  a. 
11 ;  1  Rol.  Abr.  107,  pi.  7;  Com.  Dig.  {x)  43  Edw.  3,  29;  2  Kol.  Abr.  107, 

Action  on  the  Case  for  a  Disturbanoe,  pi.  8. 
A.  6 ;  died  by  WiUes,  J.,  Bell  v.  Mid-  (y)  (1797),  3  Lev.  209. 

land  Rail.  Co.  {z)  (1767),  4  Bur.  2141. 

(u)  Friar    of    Southvoark's    Case,    13  (a)  (1765),  Saver,  214. 

Hen.  7,  26 ;   dted  by  Wray,  C.  J.,  {b)  (1767),  4  Bur.  2141. 
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[respect  of  his  inheritance,  for  the  injuiy  done  to  the  value  of  it 
Lord  Mansfield :  "  That  is  decisive." 

With  these  cases  before  them,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in 
Jackson  v.  Pesked  (c),  arrested  the  judgment  in  an  action  by  a 
reversioner  for  building  on  a  wall  in  the  possession  of  his  tenant, 
because  the  declaration  did  not  state  wrongful  acts  whieh  per- 
manenthj  injured  the  land,  and  would  therefore  be  necessarilff 
injurious  to  the  reversion,  nor  allege  as  a  fact  that  they  were  done 
to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  as  reversioner,  or  that  his  reversion 
was  lessened  in  value.  The  judgment  implies  that  acts  of  perma- 
nent injury  to  land,  as  by  the  destruction  of  a  part  of  it,  are 
necessarily  injurious  to  the  reversion  («?),  but  that  the  reversioner 
may  sue  for  any  other  wrongful  act  which  in  fact  diminishes  the 
value  of  his  estate. 

In  Shadicell  v.   Ilutchimon  (c),  an  action  was  brought    by  a 
reversioner  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had,  before  the  action, 
commenced  and  continued  a  roof  or  cover  to  the  obstruction 
of  an  ancient  window ;  and  Lord  Tenterden  held  that  the  rever- 
sioner might  maintain  the  action,  because  it  was   an  injury  to 
the  right,  and  the  effect  of  letting  the  obstruction  stand  might  be 
that,  from  death  of  witnesses,  the  evidence  of  its  erection  might 
be  lost,  and  so  the  injury  become  permanent,     "  The  declaration 
must  either  state  something  which  is  necessarily  an  injury  to  the 
reversion,  as  the  cutting  down  timber  trees  or  the  like;  or  if  it 
state  something  ehe,  which  may  or  may  not  be  an  injury  to  the 
reversion,  it  must  go  on  to  aver  that  the  reversionary  interest  of 
the  plaintiff  is  thereby  injured.      When  that  which   is  stated 
cannot  be  injurious  to  the  reversion,  the  allegation  that  the  rever- 
sion is  thereby  injured  will  not  help  the  plaintiff.     Where  it 
must  be  an  injury  to  the  reversion,  that  concluding  allegation  is 
unnecessary." 

A  second  action  was  brought  for  the  continuance  of  the  obstruc- 
tion (/),  and  the  judgment  in  the  former  action  was  pleaded  by 
the  defendant  as  a  bar.  The  Court  held,  that  if  the  erection  in 
the  first  instance,  was  an  injuiy  to  the  reversion,  the  continuance 
must  be  so  likewise.     The  continuance  of  the  obstruction  would. 


(e)  (1818),  1  H.  &  S.  234;  14  R.  R. 
417. 

(<Q  See  Alston  y.  Sealet  (1832),  9 
Bing.  3. 


{e)  (1829),  Moo.  &  Malk.  350;  3  C.  & 
P.  615  ;  36  R.  R.  497. 

(/)  SkadweU  y.  HuUhituon  (1831),  2 
B,  ft  Ad.  97 ;  36  R.  R.  497. 
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[in  fact,  render  the  proof  of  the  title  more  difficult  at  a  future     injury  to 

time,  notwithstanding  the  former  recovery.     In  these  cases,  as  in  1^ 

Thomlimon  v.  Brouni  and  Jesser  v.  Qijford^  the  plaintiff  recovered 

for  the  injury  to  his  right,  and  the  diminution  of  the  value  of  his 

estate  hy  the  past  obstruction,  and  not  because  it  was  a  permanent 

erection,  which  might  continue  when  his  reversion  became  an  estate 

in  possession.    Lord  Tenterden  says,  that  the  injury  might  become  .     , 

permanent,  not  that  it  was  so.     The  recovery  in  the  second  action 

shows  that  the  judgment  in   the  first  was  given  for  the  past 

obstruction,  and  not  for  its  permanence. 

In  Baxter  v.  Taylor  (g)  the  plaintiff  failed,  because  in  the  Baxter  y. 
opinion  of  the  Court,  the  trespass  proved  did  not  in  fact  injure  ^^ 
the  reversioner.  Parke,  J.,  states  the  law  in  the  same  terms  as 
in  Jackson  v.  Pesked;  he  says:  "I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversionary  interest ;  and  to 
entitle  him  to  maintain  this  action  it  was  necessary  for  him  to 
prove  that  the  act  complained  of  was  injurious  to  his  reversionary 
interest,  or  that  it  should  appear  to  be  of  such  a  permanent  nature 
as  to  be  necessarily  injurious.  A  simple  trespass,  even  accompanied 
with  a  claim  of  right,  is  not  necessarily  injurious  to  the  reversionary 
estate."  And  in  Tucker  v.  Neioman  (A),  Fatteson,  J.,  says  of  Baxter 
V.  Taylor :  '^  The  subject  of  complaint  in  that  case  was  a  single 
temporary  act.  The  act  was  no  injury  in  itself,  but  was  complained 
of  as  done  with  intent  to  establish  a  right  of  way." 

In  Dobfton  v.  Blackmore  (t),  the  jury  found  that  no  damage  Dobaony. 
had  been  done  to  the  reversion.  Lord  Denman,  delivering  the  ^^  "^^^' 
judgment  of  the  Court,  says  {k) :  "  If,  indeed,  an  obstruction  of 
a  public  road  appeared  to  be  of  a  permanent  nature  in  its  con- 
struction, or  professed  either  by  notice  affixed,  or  in  any  other 
way,  to  deny  the  public  right,  and  so  led  to  the  opinion  that  no 
road  was  there,  the  value  of  the  house  might  be  lowered  in  publio 
estimation,  and  pecuniary  loss  might  follow,  for  which  I  will  not 
say  that  an  action  would  not  lie." 

In  Kidgill  v.  Moor  (/),  the  action  was  for  fastening  a  gate  across  SidgiUy, 
a  way  on  divers  days  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and     ^^' 
continuing  it  so  fastened  until  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to 
the  injury  of  the  plaintiff's  reversion;  and  after  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment,  which  the 

(^)  (1832),  4  B.  &  Ad.  72 ;  38  R.  R.  (»)  (1847),  9  Q.  B.  991. 

227.  {k)  Page  1004. 

{h)  (1839),  11  A.  &  E.  43.  (Q  (1860),  9  G.  B.  364  ;  82  R.  R.  364. 
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[Court  refused  to  do,  because  the  acts  oomplained  of  might  hare 
been  injurious  to  the  reversion.  Although  Maule,  J.,  and 
Williams,  J.,  speak  of  the  ii^jury  as  permanent,  the  record  shows 
that  the  judgment  was  given  for  a  grievance  which  ended  at  the 
commencement  of  the  action. 

In  Mumford  v.  Oxford^  Worcester  atid  Wolverluimpton  Sail, 
Co,  {m)y  it  was  for  the  first  time  held,  that  to  give  a  right  of 
action  to  a  reversioner,  the  injury  must  be  of  a  permanent 
character.  The  action  was  for  making  hammering  noises^  to  the 
great  nuisance  of  the  tenant  and  all  persons  being  in  the  house, 
whereby  he  refused  to  remain,  and  the  messuage  became  depre- 
ciated, and  the  plaintiffs  were  injured  in  their  reversion.  The 
judge  at  nisi  prius  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  with  a  direc- 
tion favourable  to  the  defendants,  and  the  verdict  was  for  the 
defendants.  The  decision  of  the  Court,  perhaps,  amounts  to  no 
more  than  that,  in  the  case  before  them,  the  reversion  i^as  not 
injured  in  fact. 

In  Simpson  v.  Savage  («),  the  action  was  for  an  injury  to  the 
reversion  by  carrying  on  the  trade  of  an  agricultural  implement 
maker  near  to  the  plaintiff's  houses,  which  produced  a  nuisanoe 
of  noise  and  smoke,  and  his  tenants  gave  notice  to  quit,  hut  had 
not  quitted  ;  and  it  was  proved  that,  in  consequence,  the  plaintiff's 
houses  would  not  realize  as  much  rent  as  before.    Lord  Campbell, 
at  the  trial,  ruled  that  there  was    a   distinction   between   the 
smoke  nuisance  and  the  noise,   and  that  there  was  evidenoe  of 
an  injury  to  the  reversion  by  the  smoke.     The  verdict  was  for  the 
plaintiff,   damages  408.     Leave  was  given  to  set  it  aside,  and 
enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was 
no  injury  to  the  reversion.     The  Court,  after  time  taken  to  con- 
sider, made  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  absolute.    They  say,  '*  After 
considering  the  authorities,  we  are  of  opinion  that  since,  in  order 
to  give  a  reversioner  an  action  of  this  kind,  there  must  be  some 
act  done  to  the  injury  of  the  inheritance,  the  necessity  is  involved 
of  the  injury  being  of  a  permanent  character."     ^'The  case  is 
not    distinguishable  from    Mumford   v.    Oxford^     Worcester    and 
Wolverhampton  Rail,    CoP    "The  real  complaint  by  the  rever- 
sioner is,  that  he  fears  that  the  defendant  or  some  other  occupier 
win  continue  to  make  fires,  and  cause  smoke  to  issue  from  the 


(m)  (1866),  1  H.  &  N.  34. 
(ff)  (1856),  1  G.  B.  N.  S.  347. 
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[chimney ;  and  if  the  reversion  would  sell  for  less,  that  is  not  on     ^'*5^_^ 
account  of  anything  that  has  been  done,  but  of  the  apprehension 


reversion. 


that  something  will  be  done  at  a  future  time."    In  this  case,  the    ^^^j^^^' 
question  submitted  to  the  Court  was,  whether  the  reversion  had 
in  fact  been  injured,  and  as  there  had  been  no  loss  of  tenants,  no 
reduction  of  rent,  no  sale  or  attempt  to  sell  the  reversion,  and  no 
proof  that  its  value  was  diminished,  the  decision  may  be  correct. 

On  a  demurrer  to  a  count  for  injury  to  the  plaintiffs'  re-  Metropolitan 
versionary  interest  in  a  house  by  the  erection  of  a  hoarding  pj^^JJ*^**^ ''' 
which  obstructed  its  ancient  lights  (o),  Williams,  J.,  said,  "If  at 
the  trial  it  appears  that  the  thing  complained  of  is  of  a  mere 
transitory  character,  the  jury  will  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it 
is  not  such  an  injury  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  the 
action.  But  it  may  be  that  this  hoarding  may  have  been  kept  up 
in  denial  of  the  plaintiffs'  title  to  the  windows  in  question ;  in 
which  case  it  might  furnish  a  serious  body  of  evidence  against 
them,  if  ever  their  rights  should  come  to  be  contested.  In 
Simpson  v.  Savage  (p),  the  Court  thought  that  the  making  of 
fires  and  causing  smoke  to  issue  was  not  an  act  of  a  permanent 
nature,  so  as  in  itself  to  be  an  injury  to  the  reversion.  But 
there  are  abundant  authorities  to  the  effect  that,  though  the  thing 
complained  of  may  not  be  of  a  permanent  nature  in  the  sense  of 
lasting  for  years,  yet  it  may  be  permanent  in  the  sense  of  enuring 
as  an  injury  to  the  reversion."  "  Here,"  said  WiUes,  J.,  in  the 
same  case,  "the  thing  complained  of  may  be  an  injury  to  the 
reversion,  as  by  affording  evidence  in  denial  of  the  right,  and, 
therefore,  we  cannot  say  that  the  declaration  is  bad." 

In  Bell  V.  The  Midland  Bail.  Co.  {q),  the  same  judge  laid  SeUy. 
down  "  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  permanent  j^Ji/.  co. 
obstruction  of  the  way  in  order  to  give  a  right  of  action ;  it  is 
enough  if  the  act  is  calculated  to  abridge  or  interfere  with  the 
right.  In  KidgillY.  Moor{r)^  locking  a  gate  across  a  way  was 
held  to  be  a  sufficient  obstruction  to  give  the  reversioner  a  right 
of  action.  It  is  enough  if,  for  all  substantial  purposes,  the 
obstruction  is  of  a  permanent  character." 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  Baxter  v.  Taylor^  supra,  Taunton 
and  Parke,  J  J.  («),  held  that  the  act  complained  of  would  not  be 

(0)  The    Metropolitan    Astootation    v.  (q)  (1861),  10  G.  B.  N.  S.  287. 

^Ti  ^^{y%blCl'^^'^^^^        ;  con-  ('')  (^®^^)'  ^  ^'  ^'  ^®* '  ^2  ^-  ^-  ^^  ' 

tnxj  to  the  raling  of  Lord  Campbell,  '  '^* 

C.  J.,  at  the  trial.  (»)  Parke,  J.,  at  p.  73  of  the  report. 
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[evidence  of  right  against  the  reversioner ;  and  that  neither  in 
Mumford  v.  Oxford^  8fc.  RaiL   Co,  nor  in  Simpson  v.  Savage  uras 
the  act  a  disturbance  of  an  easement  (the  onus  of  establishing 
which,  if  disputed,  would  be  on  the  plaintiff),  but  an  injury,  not 
of  a  permanent  kind,  to  a  natural  right.     A  natural  right  Teonld 
prim&  facie  subsist  after  the  determination  of  the  term;     and, 
unless   the    reversioner   sufPered  the  injurious  acts  to   oontinne 
after  the  end  of  the  term  (^),  they  would  not  be  likely  to  afford  an 
obstacle,  by  way  of  evidence,  to  the  maintenance  of  the  right. 
For  the  evidence  afforded  by  them  might  be  rebutted  by  proof  of 
the  subsistence  of  the  tenancy  during  the  continuance  of  them  (ti) ; 
whereas  in  the  case  of  the  disturbance  of  an  easement  the  proof 
of  its  existence  is  equally  affected  by  acts  of  interference  with  the 
enjoyment  of  it,  whether  the  dominant  tenement  has  been  under 
lease  or  not  (a?).] 

If  the  disturbance  be  continued,  a  fresh  action  may  be  main- 
tained from  time  to  time  by  the  persons  filling  the  situation  of 
tenant  in  possession  or  reversioner  (y). 

Parties  liable  to  he  8ued,'\ — The  party  creating  the  disturbance 
is  liable  to  an  action,  whether  he  be  the  owner  of  the  servient 
tenement  or  not  (2). 

For  the  continuance  of  a  disturbance,  each  successive  owner  in 
occupation  of  the  servient  tenement  is  liable,  though  it  may  have 
been  begun  before  his  estate  commenced  {a). 

Where,  however,  the  party  was  not  the  original  creator  of  the 
disturbance,  a  request  must  be  made  to  remove  it  before  any  action 
is  brought ;  but  it  is  sufficient  if  such  request  is  made  to  the  party 
in  possession,  though  he  be  only  lessee  (6). 


(t)  As  to  the  effect  of  which,  Bee  Palk 
V.  Skinner  (1852),  18  Q.  B.  575 ;  88  B.  B. 
703. 

(u)  See  the  notes  upon  this  subject, 
ante,  p.  216. 

{x)  See  Crump  v.  Lambert  (1867),  L.  B. 
3  Eq.  409  ;  Johnstone  y.  Hall  (1856),  2 
K.  &  J.  414;  Mott  v.  Shoolbred  (1876), 
L.  B.  20  Eq.  22  ;  Jones  v.  Chappell{l^1b), 
ibid.  539.  Cooper  v.  Crabiree  (1881), 
L.  B.  19  Ch.  D.  193,  where  the  rever- 
sioner failed,  was  a  simple  case  of 
trespass. 

(y)  FcnruddockU  Case  (1598),  5  Bep. 
101;  Shadwell  v.  Hutchimon  (1831),  2 
B.  &  Ad.  97  :  36  B.  B.  497  ;  [4  C.  &  P. 
333 ;  Baitishill  v.  Reed  (1856),  18  C.  B. 
696;  Wilson  v.  Feto  (1821),  6  Moore, 
47 ;  Barley  Main  Colliery  Co,  t.  Mitchell 


(1886),  L.  B.  11  App.  Gas.  127;  Crumhie 
T.  WalUend  Local  Board,  [1891]  1  Q.  B. 
503.  As  to  a  joint  action  by  sevend 
owners  affected  by  one  nuisance,  see 
Ord.  XVI.  r.  1.  As  to  the  effect  of  the 
death  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
obstructing  ancient  lights,  see  Jones  t. 
/Sif/w»  (1890),  L.  B.  43  Ch.  D.  607.] 

[z)  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for 
a  Nusance,  B. ;  Wettor  v.  Dunk  (1864), 
4  F.  &  F.  298;  [Thompson  y.  Gibsm 
(1841),  7  H.  &  W.  456.  See  Matthevs 
y.  King  (1865),  3  H.  &  C.  910.1 

(a)  [See,  as  to  executors,  Jenks  y.  Fm- 
eount  Clifden,  [1897]  I  Ch.  694.] 

{b)  FenruddockU  Case  (1598),  6  Bep. 
101 ;  Bretit  v.  Haddon  (1620),  Cro.  Jae. 
655.  [A  request  to  a  former  occupier 
while  in  posftession  will  sufBee;  Sahum 
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If  the  owner  of  land  on  w^oh  a  nuiBance  is  created  lets  the  land,  Parties  liable 

1«0  1)0  Biiod 

an  action  for  the  continuance  will  lie,  at  the  option  of  the  party  1- 

injured  (c),  either  against  the  landlord  {d )  or  the  tenant  {e).  tenant     ^ 

But  no  such  action  lies  against  the  landlord  for  any  such  act  of 
his  tenant  done  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  (/)  [unless 
it  be  done  by  the  landlord's  authority  (^)  J  ;  and  a  declaration 
charging  a  defendant  with  the  duty  of  cleansing  drains  merely  ^'as 
owner  and  proprietor  "  is  bad  (A). 

[And  no  such  action  lies  against  the  landlord  for  an  injury  due 
to  the  dangerous  condition  of  the  premises  if  he  has  taken  from 
the  tenant  a  covenant,  to  repair ;  for  in  such  a  case  he  does  not 
authorize  the  continuance  of  the  nuisance  (t). 

On  the  same  principle,  it  seems  to  have  been  held  that  a  tenant 
for  years,  occupying  a  house  which  was  an  obstruction  to  light, 
erected  before  his  tenancy,  was  not  liable  to  be  sued  for  damages 
for  its  continuance  ;  for  he  had  no  authority  to  abate  it  {k). 

Indeed,  in  all  cases,  the  defendant  must  be  shown  to  be  in  some  Liability  for 
sense  responsible  for  the  continuance  of  the  act  complained  of.  stranger. 
And  in  a  case  (/)  where  an  obstruction  had  been  created  by  a 
stranger,  and  the  defendants,  the  owners  of  the  locus  in  quo,  had 
given  the  plaintiff  their  permission  to  remove  it,  it  was  held  that 
the  defendants  were  not  bound  themselves  to  remove  the  obstruction 
even  after  request  made. 

The  further  question,  how  far  an  owner  who  employs  a  contractor  Liability  for 
to  perform  work  for  him  is  liable  for  the  consequences  of  the  con-  oontractor. 


v.  Beruley  (1825),  By.  &  M.  189.  There 
appears  to  be  no  recent  authority  in 
faTOnr  of  the  proposition  in  the  text.] 

{e)  [/.0.,  if  he  be  a  stranger,  and  not 
the  tenant  or  his  licensee;  bobbins  v. 
J(meB  (1863),  16  C.  B.  N.  8.  240.] 

{d)  Christian  Smith's  Case  (1633),  Sir 
W.  Jones,  272 ;  Rosewell  v.  Prior  (1702), 
2  Salk.  460  ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  713 ;  R,  y. 
PeHy  (1834),  1  A.  &  £.  822;  3  Ney.  & 
Man.  627;  40  B.  B.  444;  [Todd  v. 
Flight  (1860),  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  377,  in 
which  the  previous  authorities  are  re- 
viewed ;  Att.-Oen,  v.  Proprietors  of  Brad' 
ford  CafMl  (1866),  L.  B.  2  Eq.  71 :  and 
Mason  T.  Shretosbunt  and  Hereford  Rail. 
Co.  (1871),  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  685.] 

(*)  [Broder  v.  Saillard  (1876),  L.  B.  2 
Gh.  D.  692.  Gases  of  covenant  stand  on 
a  different  footing ;  tee  Gaskin  v.  Balls 
(1879),  L.  B.  13  Oi.  Div.  324.] 

(/)  Cheetham  v.  Hampaon  (1791),  4 
T.  B.  318  ;  2  B.  B.  397  ;  [Rich  v.  Baster- 
JUld  (1847),  4  C.  B.  783  ;  Bishop  v.  Trus- 
tees of  Bedford  Charity  (1859),  1  E.  &  £. 
697;  R.   V.   Pedijf   (1834),  1   A.    &  E. 


827  ;  40  B.  B.  444,  per  Littledale,  J. ; 
Preston  v.  Norfolk  and  Eastern  Counties 
Rail.  Con.  (1858),  2  H.  &  N.  735  ;  BartUtt 
V.  Baker  (1864),  3  H.  &  G.  153.  As  to 
a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  see  Gandy 
V.  Jubber  (1864),  6  B.  &  S.  78,  485;    9 

B.  &  S.  15;  Bowen  v.  Anderson,  [1894] 
1  Q.  B.  164 ;  cf.  Kieffer  v.  Le  Seminaire 
de  Quebec,  [1903]  A.  C.  85,  where  it  was 
held  that  under  Canadian  law  the  land- 
lord was  not  liable.] 

ig)  Harris  v.  James  (1S76),  45  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  545;  Phillips  v.  Thomas  (1890), 
62  L.  T.  793. 

(h)  Russell  V.  ShenUm  (1842),  3  Q.  B. 
449 ;  61  B.  B.  249. 

(«)  Pretty  v.  Bickman  (1878),  L.  B.  8 

C.  P.  401 ;  GwinneU  v.  Eatngr  (1875), 
L.  B.  10  G.  P.  658. 

(*)  Ryppon  V.  Bowles  (1615),  Gro.  Jac. 
373. 

(/)  Saxbv  V.  Manchester  and  Sheffield 
Rail.  Co.  (1869),  L.  B.  4  C.  P.  198 ;  cf . 
Daniels  v.  Potter  (1830),  4  C.  &  P.  262  ; 
34  B.  B.  793. 
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Piekard  v. 
Smith, 


[tractor's  negligent  or  wrongful  aots,  has  been  maoh  disonssed  in 
recent  cases. 

Where  the  work  contracted  to  be  done  is  itself  unlawful,  or 
necessarily  involves  the  doing  of  some  unlawful  act,  the  employer 
is  dearly  liable  (m). 

Where  the  act  contracted  to  be  done  is  in  itself  lawful,  and 
involves  no  special  risk  or  duty  which  the  employer  has  neg^lected, 
it  is  equally  clear  that  the  employer  is  not  liable  (n). 

But  where  the  work  contracted  to  be  done  is  hazardoos  to  third 
persons,  or  is  otherwise  of  such  a  nature  as  to  cast  a  duty  upon  the 
person  undertaking  it,  the  employer  is  bound  to  see  that  proper 
and  reasonable  precautions  are  taken,  and  is  liable  for  any 
omission  in  this  respect.  Nor  is  it  sufficient  that,  by  the  con- 
tract between  employer  and  contractor,  it  is  stipulated  that  the 
precautions  shall  be  taken  by  the  contractor ;  the  employer  must 
also  take  care  that  the  stipulation  is  carried  out  {o), 

"  Unquestionably,"  said  Williams,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  in  Piekard  y.  Smith  (jt?),  "  no  one  can  be  made  liable 
for  an  act  or  breach  of  duty  unless  it  be  traceable  to  himself  or 
his  servant  or  servants  in  the  course  of  his  or  their  employment. 
Consequently,  if  an  independent  contractor  is  employed  to  do  a 
lawful  act,  and  in  the  course  of  the  work  he  or  his  servants  commit 
some  casual  act  of  wrong  or  negligence,  the  employer  is  not  answer- 
able.    To  this  effect  are  many  authorities  which  were  referred  to 
in  the  argument.     That  rule  is,  however,  inapplicable  to  cases  in 
which  the  act  which  occasions  the  injury  is  one  which  the  contractor 
was  employed  to  do ;  nor,  by  a  parity  of  reasoning,  to  cases  in 
which  the  contractor  is   entrusted  with  the  performance   of    a 
duty  incumbent  upon  his  employer,  and  neglects  its  fulfilment, 
whereby  an  injury  is  occasioned.     Now,  in  the  present  case,  the 
defendant  employed  the  coal-merchant  to  open  the  trap,  in  order 
to  put  in  the  coals ;  and  he  trusted  him  to  guard  it  whilst  open, 
and  to  close  it  when  the  coals  were  all  put  in.     The  act  of  opening 
it  was  the  act  of  the  employer,  though  done  through  the  agency 
of  the   coal-merchant ;    the    defendant,  having  thereby   caused 


(m)  Elli8  y.    Sheffield  Gas   Consumsrs^ 
Co.  (1853),  2  E.  &  B.  767. 

(n)  Quarman  v.  Burnett  (1840),  6  M 
k   W.   499;   66  R.  B.  717;  Reedie  t 
London   and   North    Western    Rail,    Co 
(1849),   4  Exch.   244;    80  B.  B.  641 
Knight  y.   Fox  (1860),   6  Exch.    721 
Qayfwdy,  KxehoUe  (1864),  9  Ezoh.  702 
Kiddle  y.  Lovttt  (1886),  L.  B.  16  Q.  B 


D.  606. 

(o)  HoU  y.  Sxttinghowme  and  Skeemest 
Mail,  Co,  (1861),  6  H.  &  N.  488;  Gra^ 
y.  FtiUen  (1864),  6  B.  &  S.  970  ;  34  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  266 ;  Fiekard  y.  SmUh  (1861),  10 
G.  B.  N.  S.  470 ;  Solliday  r,  National 
Telephone  Co.,  [1899]  2  Q.  B.  392 ;  The 
Snark,  [1900]  P.  106. 

(p)  (1861),  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  at  p.  480. 


REMEDIES  FOR  DISTURBANCE.  591 

fdaDfirer,  was  bound  to  take  reasonable  means  to  prevent  mischief.  Parties  liable 

.  .       to  be  sued 

The  performanoe  of  this  duty  he  omitted ;  and  the  fact  of  his 1_ 

haying  entrusted  it  to  a  person  who  also  neglected  it,  furnishes  no  ^^^^/^^ 
excuse  either  in  good  sense  or  law.*'  contractor. 

In  Bower  v.  Peate  (y),  where  the  defendant  was  held  liable  for  Bower  v. 
the  act  of  his  contractor  in  letting  down  a  house  entitled  to 
support,  the  rule  was  put  even  more  strongly.  ^^  A  man,"  said 
Cockbum,  C.  J.,  ^^who  orders  a  work  to  be  executed,  from  which, 
in  the  natural  course  of  things,  injurious  consequences  to  his 
neighbours  must  be  expected  to  arise  unless  means  are  adopted  by 
which  such  consequences  may  be  prevented,  is  bound  to  see  to  the 
doing  of  that  which  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  mischief,  and 
cannot  relieve  himself  of  his  responsibility  by  employing  some 
one  else— whether  it  be  the  contractor  employed  to  do  the  work 
from  which  the  danger  arises  or  some  independent  person— to  do 
what  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  act  he  has  ordered  to  be  done 
from  becoming  wrongful.  There  is  an  obvious  difference  between 
committing  work  to  a  contractor  to  be  executed,  from  which,  if 
properly  done,  no  injurious  consequences  can  arise,  and  handing 
over  to  him  work  to  be  done  from  which  mischievous  consequences 
will  arise  unless  preventive  measiures  are  adopted.  While  it 
may  be  just  to  hold  the  party  authorizing  the  work  in  the 
former  case  exempt  from  liability  for  injury  resulting  from 
negligence  which  he  had  no  reason  to  anticipate,  there  is,  on  the 
other  hand,  good  ground  for  holding  him  liable  for  injury  caused 
by  an  act  certain  to  be  attended  with  injurious  consequences  if  such 
consequences  are  not  in  fact  prevented,  no  matter  through  whose 
default  the  omission  to  take  the  necessary  measures  for  such 
prevention  may  arise." 

The  first  part  of  the  passage  above  quoted  was,  in  Hughes  v.  Hughes  y. 
Percital{r)^  objected  to  by  Lord  Blackburn  as  so  broadly  stated  ^*^'*"*'''^- 
as  to  appear  to  conflict  with  Quannan  v.  Burnett  («).  But  the 
substance  of  the  law  is  quite  clear,  and  was  in  fact  applied  in 
Hughes  v.  Percival  itself.  There  the  defendant,  having  authorized 
a  contractor  to  perform  some  building  operations  which  involved  a 
use  of  the  party-wall  between  his  premises  and  the  plaintiff's,  and 
a  risk  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  themselves,  was  held  liable  for 
damage  caused  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  in    the  course  of  the 


{q)  (1876),  L.  R.1Q.B.  D.  atp.  326.  (r)  (1883),  L.  R.   8    App.    Gas.    at 

The  deoisioii  was  approved  by  the  House  p.  447. 

of  Lords  in  DaUm  y.  Angu$    (1881),  («)  (1840),  6  M.  &  W.  499 ;  65  B.  R. 

L.  B.  6  A.  0.  740,  791,  829.  717. 
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contractor. 
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Fercival. 


Parties  liable  [operations   by  workmen  employed  by  the   contractor.     "  The 

!—  law,"  said  Lord  Fitzgerald,  "  has  been  verging  some^vhat  in  the 

^aot8*of  ^^  direction  of  treating  parties  engaged  in  such  an  operation  as  the 
defendants  as  insurers  of  their  neighbours  or  warranting'  them 
against  injury.  It  has  not,  however,  reached  quite  to  that  point 
It  does  declare  that,  under  such  a  state  of  circumstances,  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  have  used  every  reasonable  precaution 
that  care  and  skill  might  suggest  in  the  execution  of  his  -works  so 
as  to  protect  his  neighbours  from  injury,  and  that  he  cannot 
get  rid  of  the  responsibility  thus  cast  on  him  by  transferring"  that 
duty  to  another.  He  is  not  in  the  actual  position  of  being 
responsible  for  injiiry,  no  matter  how  occasioned  ;  but  he  must  be 
vigilant  and  careful,  for  he  is  liable  for  injuries  to  his  neig-hbour 
caused  by  any  want  of  prudence  or  precaution,  even  though  it  may 
be  culpa  levissima  "  {t) . 

The  decision  in  Bufier  v.  Hunter  (m),  so  far  as  it  is  in  con&ict 
with  the  recent  decisions  above  referred  to,  must  be  held  to  be 
overruled  (x)."] 


Remedy  by 
action  at  law. 

Real  actiona 
abolished. 

Trespass  or 
case. 


(b)  Forms  of  Action. 

The  ancient  common  law  remedies  by  assize  of  nuisance,  and  the 
writ  of  quod  permittat  prosternere,  had  long  fallen  into  disuse 
before  they  were  abolished  by  the  statute  for  the  limitation  of 
actions  and  suits  (y). 

The  modem  remedy  at  law  for  the  disturbance  of  an  easement 
[was  generally  by  suing  upon  counts  in  the  form  of]  case. 
Occasionally,  the  disturbance  may  be  the  consequence  of  a  direct 
act  of  trespass ;  and  [in  such  case]  there  appears  to  [have  been] 
some  room  to  doubt  whether  trespass  [was]  not  the  only  form  of 
action  maintainable.  There  are,  however,  authorities  from  which 
it  seems  that  in  all  cases  of  consequential  injiiry  restdting  from  a 
direct  act,  the  party  aggrieved  [had]  the  option  of  suing  either  in 
trespass  or  in  case  (s). 


(t)  Of.  as  to  the  liabilities  of  local 
authorities  for  the  default  of  their  con- 
traotors,  Smith  v.  Weit  Derby  Local  Board 
(1878),  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  D.  423 ;  Hardaker 
V.  Idle  District  Council,  [1896]  1  Q.  B. 
335 ;  Penny  v.  Wimbledon  Urban  Dintriet 
Council,  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  212;  [1899]  2 
Q.  B.  72;  Hill  v.  Tottenham  Urban 
Council  (1899),  79  L.  T.  495. 

(m)  (1862).  7  H.  &  N.  826. 

\x)  See  per  Lord  Blackburn,  L.  R.  6 
App.  Gas.  829  ;  8  App.  Gas.  447. 

(^)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  36.     [The 


rest  of  this  dissertation  as  to  the  form  oi 
the  action  is  now  of  little  value,  exoept 
so  far  as  it  may  enable  the  reader,  by 
reference  to  the  authorities  relating  to 
the  form  of  action,  to  ascertain  what,  on 
a  given  state  of  facts,  is  the  nature  of 
the  cause  of  action.  It  is  unneceasaiy 
now  to  elect  between  the  forms  of  action, 
trespass  and  case.] 

(«)  See  this  subject  fully  discussed  in 
Harrie  v.  Eyding  (1839),  5  M.  &  W.  72 ; 
62  R.  R.  632 ;  see  also  Fay  t.  Frentiee 
(1846),  1   G.  B.  828;    68  R.  R.  823; 
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[By  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852  (a),  it  was  rendered    Remedy  by 

,  J  •        •     i  1  •  J      p  i»  action  at  law. 

unneoessarj  to  mention  in  the  wnt  of  summons  any  form  or  cause 

of  action.    And  there  is  now  (b)  only  one  form  of  action.     Local  ^^  °^ 
Tenue  is  abolished  {c)J]  abolished. 

(c)  Pleadings  {d). 

The  [^Statement  of  Claim  (?/•]  Declaration  {e) — The  Allegation  of  Allegation  of 
Title, — Whenever  a  plaintifiE  claims  more  than  he  is  entitled  to  of  declaration 
common  right,  he  must  allege   in  his  [statement  of  claim   or]  or  statement 
declaration  that  he  ought  to  have  that  which  he  demands  (/). 

Li  some  early  authorities  a  distinction  is  taken  as  to  the  mode  of  Whether 

fir6n6Tal 

alleging  title  in  actions  against  strangers  and  in  actions  against  allegation 
the  terretenant  of  the  servient  tenement :  in  the  former  case  it  s^^icient. 
was  admitted  that  a  general  allegation,  *'  that  he  had  and  ought 
to  have  the  right  claimed,"  was  sufficient ;  while  in  the  latter 
case  it  was  said,  that  a  title  by  grant  or  prescription  must  be 
shown,  it  being  an  attempt  to  "  put  a  charge  upon "  the 
defendant  {g).  [By  subsequent  decisions,  it  appears  to  have  been 
held  that  in  all  actions  for  disturbance  of  an  easement,  whether 
the  action  be  brought  against  the  servient  owner  or  a  stranger,  a 
general  allegation  of  right  is  sufficient  (A).  But  in  a  plea,  where 
the  defendant  justifies  the  act  complained  of  by  virtue  of  an 
easement,  the  particular  title  upon  which  the  defendant  relies, 
whether  by  grant  or  prescription,  or  by  aver  under  the  statute, 
must  be  set  out  (t).] 

''  However,  although  the  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  declare  upon 


\^PiU9  V.  Gaince  (1701),  Saik.  10;  Earl 
ofShreteabury't  Case  (1738),  9  Rep.  46  b; 
Mike»  y.  Caly  (1796),  12  Mod.  382  :  JFells 
V.  Orfy  (1836),  1  M.  &  W.  462  ;  46  R.  R. 
358.  As  this  point  is  no  longer  of  prac- 
tical importance,  the  full  s&tement  of 
these  cases  is  omitted.] 

(a)  15  &  16  Vict.  0.  76,  s.  3 ;  repealed 
by  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  49. 

(b)  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Conrt,  1883, 
Ord.  I.  r.  1. 

{e)  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883, 
Ord.  XXXVI.  r.  1. 

{d)  [The  importance  of  such  rules  of 
pleading  as  peculiarly  relate  to  ease- 
ments has  been  diminished  by  the  C.  L. 
P.  Act,  1862,  and  the  Judicature  Acts, 
and  consequently  it  has  been  thought  de- 
sirable largely  to  abridge  this  chapter.] 

{e)  Pleadings  in  the  Mayor's  Court  are 
still  referred  to  under  the  old  descriptions. 

(/)  ff^ffoti  V.  HarrUoH  (1832),  3  B.  & 
Ad.  871;  37  R.  R.  666;  TMutt  v. 
8My  (1837),  6  A.  &  E.  786;  {_Lainff  ▼. 
JFhaiey  (1858),  3  H.  &  N.  675,  901.] 

G. 


(g)  St,  John  v.  Moody  (1687),  3  Eeble, 
528,  S.  C.  531 ;  Bloekley  y.  Slater  (1693), 
1  Lutw.  fol.  119;  Winford  v.  Wollaiton 
(1797),  3  Levinz,  266.  [Cf.  Bullard  v. 
Harrison  (1815),  4  M.  &  S.  387 ;  16  R. 
R.  493.] 

(A)  Sandys  v,  Trefusis  (1640),  Cro.  Car. 
675  ;  VilUrs  v.  Ball  (1689),  1  Shower, 
7;  Tenant  v.  Goldwin  (1705),  1  Salk. 
360 ;  S.  C.  2  Ld.  Rayra.  1089  ;  Rider  v. 
Smith  (1790),  3  T.  R.  766;  2  Wms. 
Sauad.  113  a,  note;  2  Notes  to  Saund. 
361 ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (C.  39) ;  see 
also  Trower  ▼.  Chadwick  (1836),  3  Scott, 
699  ;  3  Ring.  N.  C.  334  ;  43  R  R.  659, 
Preface  VI. 

(t)  See  Com.  Dig.  Chimm,  D.  2 ;  1 
Wms.  Saund.  346;  1  Notes  to  Saund. 
624;  Bird  ▼.  Dickinson  (1701),  2  Lut. 
1526 ;  Grimstead  ▼.  Marlowe  (1792),  4  T. 
R.  717  ;  2  R.  R.  612 ;  Bailey  v.  Apple- 
yard  (1838),  8  A.  &  £.  167 ;  47  R.  R. 
637.  As  to  sect.  6  of  the  Plresoription 
Act,  see  above,  p.  206. 
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general 
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suffioient. 


Pleading  at 
present  date. 


Description  of 
right. 


his  possession  generally,  yet  if  he  undertakes  to  set  out  a  title,  and 
does  it  insufficiently,  the  declaration  is  bad  "  (t).  If,  ho^wever,  the 
title,  as  stated  on  the  face  of  the  declaration,  is  good,  it  has  been 
said  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  prove  the  same  title  as  he 
has  set  out  in  his  declaration  (A;),  ^^  for  the  disturbance  is  the  gist  of 
the  action,  and  the  title  is  only  inducement,  and  cannot  be  tra- 
versed." He  must  prove  the  same  right  (/),  but  he  need  not  prove 
the  same  title  {m) . 

[But  under  the  system  of  pleading  now  in  use  it  is  conceived 
that  in  all  actions  for  disturbance  of  an  easement,  whether  the 
action  be  brought  against  the  servient  owner  or  a  stranger,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  safely  allege  his  right  generally,  in  reliance  on  the 
above  authorities,  but  should  state  specifically  the  manner  in  which 
he  claims  title  to  the  easement,  whether  by  grant  (actual  or  lost}, 
prescription  at  common  law,  or  under  the  Prescription  Act  (n)  ;  and 
in  many  cases  it  is  advisable  to  plead,  alternatively,  a  title  by  all 
three  methods.] 

As  the  right  to  an  easement  exists  in  respect  of  the  dominant 
tenement,  the  [statement  of  claim  or]  declaration  usually  states  the 
possession  of  the  tenement  by  the  plaintifp,  and  that  by  reason 
thereof  he  was  entitled  to  the  right  for  the  disturbance  of  which 
the  action  is  brought. 

A  plea  under  the  statute  must  state  the  enjoyment  to  have  been 
"  as  of  right "  [except  in  the  case  of  lights]  (o) ;  and  a  plea 
omitting  these  words  was  held  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment  {p). 

Such  a  plea  [should]  state  the  enjoyment  to  have  been  without 
interruption  (q).  Under  a  plea  of  forty  years'  user,  according 
to  the  statute,  evidence  of  what  took  place  before  that  period  is 
admissible  as  showing  the  state  of  things  at  the  commencement 
of  the  forty  years'  enjoyment  (r). 


(i)  1  Wms.  Saund.  346  a  ;  1  Notes  to 
Saund.  626;  Dome  v.   Cathford  (1698), 

1  Salk.  363 ;  Crowther  y.  OldJUld  (1706), 

2  Ld.  Kaym.  1230. 

{k)  1  WmM.  Saund.  346  a ;  1  Notes 
to  Saund.  626. 

(/)  Frankum  t.  Lord  Falmouth  (1836), 
2  A.  &  E.  462  ;  2  Nev.  &  Man.  330. 

(m)  Bullep,  N.  P.  76 ;  Ferrer  v.  John- 
ton  (1694),  Cro.  Eliz.  336.  Proof  of  a 
larger  easement  than  that  alleged  will 
support  the  declaration.  Duncan  y. 
Louch  (1846),  6  Q.  B.  914;  66  R.  R. 
602.  [Pleadings  are  now  so  liberally 
amended  under  the  provisions  of  the 
R.  S.  C.  Ord.  XXVIII.  that  this  subject 
of  variance  has  ceased  to  be  of  sufficient 
importance  to  warrant  a  further  discus- 
sion of  it  in  this  work.] 


(w)  HarrxB  v.  Jenkins  (1882),  L.  R.  22 
Ch.  D.  481 ;  and  see  Smith  v.  BajeUr, 
[1900]  2  Ch.  138,  146;  Hyman  v.  Van 
den  Bergh,  [1907]  2  Ch.  616,  524*;  [1908] 
1  Ch.  167,  169,  176  ;  of.  Spedding  v.  Fttz- 
patriek  (1888),  L.  R.  38  Ch.  Dir.  410; 
Fledge  v.  Fomfrct  (1906),  92  L.  T.  660. 
But  in  the  form  given  in  Appendix  C. 
to  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Ck>urt,  1S85, 
the  lights  are  referred  to  as  "  ancient" 
merely. 

(o)  Prescription  Act,  s.  6 ;  above,  p. 
206. 

(p)  Holford  V.  Hankimon  (1844).  5 
Q.  B.  584 ;  and  see  above,  p.  207,  note  (/). 

[q)  Per  Patteson,  J.,  in  Richardt  v. 
-Fry  (1838),  3  Nev.  &  P.  67;  45  R.  R.  816. 

(r)  Laufeon  v.  Langley  (1886),  4  A.  ft 
E.  890;  43R.  R.  613. 
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In  pleading  at  common  law  a  right  to  an  easement  by  a  modern    'Remedy  hj 

lost  grant,  both  the  date  and  parties  to  the  supposed  instrument  .' 

must  [formerly]  have  been  set  out  (y),   [but  under  the  modem  ^^^onlaw. 
practice  this  is  no  longer  necessary  (r)]. 

There  appears  to  be  no  precedent  for  a  plea  of  an  easement  Disposition  of 
arising  from  the  disposition  of  the  owner  of  two  tenements ;  but  tenements, 
it  should  seem  that,  as  in  the  easements  of  necessity,  the  right 
must  be  pleaded  as  arising  by  implied  grant  from  the  joint  ownei^ 
at  the  time  of  severance.  The  plea  might  allege  the  joint  owner- 
ship and  subsequent  conveyance  to  the  defendant,  and  aver  the 
apparent  and  continuous  nature  of  the  easement,  and  its  existence 
at  the  period  of  severance. 

The  plea  of  an  easement  of  necessity  must,  in  like  manner,  Necessity. 
allege  the  joint  ownership  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  and  that 
the  easement  is  essential  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  principal 
thing  conveyed  or  reserved  («). 

The  plaintiff  [should]  describe  in  his  [statement .  of  claim  or]  Local 
declaration  the  nature  of  the  right,  in  the  enjoyment  of  which  he 
has  been  disturbed.  Thus,  in  an  action  for  the  disturbance  of  a  way, 
lie  [should]  state  the  terminus  a  quo  and  ad  quem,  and  the  kind 
of  way  he  claims,  as  a  footway,  &o.  {t).  But  a  precise  local 
description,  as  by  alleging  the  land  to  be  in  any  particular  place,  is 
not  requisite  ;  [and  it  is  not  necessary,  although  it  is  convenient,  to 
give  the  intervening  closes  (w).] 

In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  disturbance,  it  [was  held] 
BuflBcient  to  allege  a  disturbance  generally,  without  showing  the  bread?  of*^  ^ 
particular  manner  of  the  disturbance  (a?).  "I  decline  to  think,"  ^^^^y- 
said  Lord  EUenborough  (//),  "  that  the  gravamen  need  not  be 
described  with  any  local  certainty.  A  plaintiff  in  such  an  action 
may  indeed  make  it  necessary  to  prove  the  gravamen  in  a  particular 
place,  by  giving  it  a  specific  local  description,  as  by  alleging  the 
nuisance  as  standiug  and  being  in  a  certain  place,  partictilarly 
described;  but  in  general  such  particularity  is  not  necessary." 
"  It  is  sufficient  to  describe  the  substance  of  the  injury,  in  order 


{q)  If  end!/  ▼•  Stephenson  (1808).  10 
Ea»t,  55  ;  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  as.  49,  ol. 

(r)  Palmer  v.  Guadagni,  [1906]  2  Ch. 
494. 

(»)  [Proctor  T.  Hodgson  (1855),  lOExch. 
824  ;  Bullardy.  Harrison  (1815),  4  M.  & 
8.  387  ;   16  R.  R.  493.] 

(t)  Vide  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case 
for  a  Disturbance,  B.  (1) ;  Chiminf  D. 
(2) ;  [EarrU  v.  Jenkins  (1882),  L.  R.  22 


Ch.  D.  481.] 

(u)  [Simpson  Y.  Leicthtcaite  (1832),  3  B. 
&  Adol.  226 ;  37  R.  R.  413  ;  Harris  v. 
Jenkins  (1882),  nbi  sup.] 

[x)  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for 
a  Disturbance,  B.  (1) ;   Anon.  (1566),  3 
Leon.  13;  Daioney  v.  Dee  (1621),  Cro. , 
Jac.  604. 

(y)  Mei'sey  and  Irwell  Navigation  v. 
Loughs  (1802),  2  East,  497. 


38  (2) 


596 


DISTUBBANCE  OF  £AS£M£KTS. 


Action  bj 
reversioner. 


Pleas  or 
defences. 


^edy  l)y    to  give  the  other  party  notice  of  what  he  is  to  defend."     "  It 

action  at  law.  r       ^ 

would  have  been  sufficient,"  said  Le  Blanc,  J.,  "  to  have  stated 

that  they  diverted  the  water  above  the  navigation  of  the 
plaintiffs,  by  means  of  which  the  injury  complained  of  happened." 
In  the  [more]  recent  case  of  Tebbutt  v.  Selbyy  Patteson,  J., 
appears  to  have  doubted  whether  such  a  general  allegation  of 
obstruction  would  be  sufficient  (2),  and  nowadays  particulars  would 
undoubtedly  be  ordered. 

In  actions  by  the  reversioner,  he  must  show  that  he  sues  in 
that  capacity,  and  allege  that  the  disturbance  is  to  the  injury  of 
his  reversionary  estate  (a). 

Of  the  [Defence  or]  Plea  (6). — Previous  to  the  modification  of  the 
rules  of  pleading  [in  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4],  the  plea  of  the  general 
issue  in  an  action  on  the  case,  in  addition  to  traversing  the  whole 
declaration,  was  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  let  in  almost  every 
possible  defence.  [But  by  a  rule  of  pleading,  T.  T.,  1853,  r.  16, 
which  was  subsfAntially  the  same  as  one  of  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4,  it 
was  provided  that]  the  plea  of  not  guilty  in  actions  [for  torts 
should]  operate  as  a  denial  oilly  of  the  breach  of  duty,  or  wrongful 
act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendant,  and  not  of 
the  facts  stated  in  the  inducement ;  and  no  other  defence  than 
such  denial  [should]  be  admissible  under  that  plea  (c). 

[And  by  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  Ord.  XIX. 
r.  13,  "  every  allegation  of  fact  in  any  pleading,  not  being  a 
petition  or  summons,  if  not  denied  specifically  or  by  necessary 
implication,  or  stated  to  be  not  admitted  in  the  pleading  of  the 
opposite  paxty,  shall  be  taken  to  be  admitted,  except  as  against 
an  infant,  lunatic  or  person  of  unsound  mind,  so  found  by 
inquisition." 

Matters  which  in  Chancery  would  entitle  the  defendant  to  an 
imconditional  and  perpetual  injunction  to  restrain  the  action,  are 
now  available  in  the  common  law  courts  in  answer  to  the  action^ 
and  may  be  pleaded  by  way  of  equitable  defence  (d),'\ 

Of  the  [Reply  or]  Replication  (J). — [The  difficulty  of  selecting  the 
proper  form  of  replication  was  removed  by  the  Common  Law 


Equitable 
defence. 


Old  form  of 
reply. 


(«)  (1837),  6  A.  &  E.  793.  [In  the 
form  of  declaration  given  by  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  Sched. 
(B.),  30,  the  manner  of  the  diHturbunce 
was  stated ;  cf .  Rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  1883,  App.  C.  (vi.),  12.] 

{a)  Jackson  v.  Pesked  (1813),  1  M.  &  S. 
234  ;  14  R.  R.  417.  [See  above,  p.  682.] 

ip)  See  note  (0),  p.  693. 


(e)  Frankum  y.  Zin-d  Falmouth  (1836) 
2  A.  &  E.  462;  2  Nev.  &  Han.  330; 
J)uke9  v.  Goatling  (1836),  1  Bing. 
N.  C.  688  ;  1  Scott,  760.  See  Trowtrv, 
Chadicick  (ISiG),  3  Scott,  699;  S.  C,  3 
B.Dtr.  N.  C.  334  ;   43  R.  R.  659. 

{d)  Hee  Jjavies  v.  Marshall  (1861),  10 
C.  B.  N.  S.  697;  Jud.  Act,  1873, 
8.  24  (2). 
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fProoedure  Act,  1852,  which  enabled  the  plaintiff  to  reply  several    Itemedy  by 

..  .      ,  ,,  •■     .ji.  J     P  ii        T        J.     aotaon  at  law. 

matters, — ^to  traverse  generally,  or,  admitting  part  of  the  plea,  to 

deny  the  rest,  and  to  reply  by  joining  issue  with  the  efEect  of 
denying  the  substance  of  the  plea. 

The  replication  by  joinder  of  issue  was  a  substitute  for  the  old 
replication  de  injuria,  and  put  in  issue  the  same  averments  only. 
Thus,  being  replied,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  to  a  plea  of  pre- 
Boriptive  right,  it  was  held  not  to  put  in  issue  the  allegations  that 
the  acts  complained  of  were  done  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  {d). 

Under  the  Eules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  a  joinder  of  Judicature 
issue,  not  being  by  way  of  defence  to  a  counterclaim,  operates  as  a 
denial  of  every  material  allegation  of  facts  in  the  pleading  upon 
which  issue  is  joined,  other  than  such  as  are  expressly  excepted  {e). 

No  reply  may  now  be  delivered  unless  the  same  be  ordered  (/), 
and  if  no  reply  is  ordered,  or  if  a  reply  is  ordered  and  is  not 
delivered  within  the  period  allowed  for  the  purpose,  the  pleadings 
are  closed,  and  all  the  material  statements  of  fact  in  the  defence 
are  deemed  to  have  been  denied  and  put  in  issue  (g).'] 

By  the  5th  section  of  the  Prescription  Act,  already  cited,  "  any  Replication 
cause  or  matter  of  fact  or  of  law,  not  inconsistent  with  the  simple  scription  Act. 
fact  of  enjoyment,  shall  be  specially  alleged  and  set  forth." 

Upon  this  clause  it  has  been  decided,  in  the  case  of  Tickle  v. 
Br  men  {/i)y  that  where  a  defendant  justifies  under  an  enjoyment 
of  twenty  or  forty  years,  if  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  a  licence 
covering  the  whole  of  that  period,  he  must  reply  such  licence 
specially,  but  a  licence  granted  and  acted  on  during  the  period 
may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  traverse  of  the  enjoy- 
ment ^^  during  the  period  alleged,  showing  that  there  was  not,  at 
the  time  when  the  agreement  was  made,  an  enjoyment  as  of  right ; 
and  so  the  continuity  is  broken,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
simple  fact  of  enjoyment  during  the  forty  or  twenty  years." 

In  Beasley  v.  Clarke  (e),  Tindal,  C.  J.,  said  : — "  Under  a  replica- 
tion, denying  that  the  defendant  had  used  the  way  for  forty  years 
as  of  right,  and  without  interruption,  the  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to 
show  the  character  and  description  of  the  user  and  enjoyment  of 
the  way  during  any  paxt  of  the  time — as,  that  it  was  used  by 
stealth,  and  in  the   absence  of  the  occupier  of  the  dose,  and 

(d)  Glover  v.  Diaron   (1853),  9  Exch.  (^)  Ord.  XXVII.  r.  13. 

158.  {h)  (183G),  4  A.  &  E.  369 ;  43  R.  R. 

{e)  Ord.  XIX.  r.  18.  ^:^  ^^gggj^  3  g^^^^  g^g .  ^  ^^  j^  ^ 

(/)  Ord.  XXIII.  r.  1.  705 ;  42  R.  R.  704. 
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Jufiti^tion   without  his  knowledge ;  or  that  it  was  merely  a  precarious  enjoy- 
easement.     ment  by    leave   and  licence,  or  any  other  circumstances  which 

Replication    i^egative  that  it  w«LS  an  user  or  enjoyment  under  a  claim  of  right ; 

^ tT  ^A^^  ^^®  words  of  the  5th  section,  *  not  inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact 
of  enjoyment,'  being  referable,  as  we  understand  the  statute,  to 
the  fact  of  enjoyment  as  before  stated  in  the  Act,  viz.,  an 
enjoyment  claimed  and  exercised  as  of  right." 

In  Onley  v.  Oardiner  (A:),  the  Court  of  Exchequer  decided  thai 
unity  of  actual  possession  was  inconsistent  with  the  simple  fact 
of  enjoyment  as  of  right,  and,  therefore,  need  not  be  specially 
pleaded.  The  simple  fact  of  enjoyment,  referred  to  in  the  5th 
section,  is  an  enjoyment  as  of  right ;  and  proof  that  there  was  an 
occasional  unity  of  actual  possession  is  as  much  in  denial  of  that 
allegation  as  the  occasionally  asking  permission  would  be; 
[because  the  enjoyment  during  the  unity  of  possession  oould 
not  be  an  enjoyment  as  of  an  easement. 

The  disabilities  and  exceptions  mentioned  in  the  7th  and  8th 
sections  must  be  specially  replied  to  a  plea  imder  the  Act  (/)  ;  so 
must  the  fact  that  the  enjoyment  was  under  a  statutory  right 
which  ceased  before  the  expiration  of  the  required  period  of  enjoy- 
ment (m),  or  that  the  servient  owner  and  his  agents  were  absent 
from  the  neighbourhood  and  ignorant  of  the  enjoyment  during 
the  whole  period  (w),  or,  in  short,  any  other  facts  which  would 
rebut  the  inference  of  a  right  by  prescription  or  grant.  The  7th 
and  8th  sections  only  apply  to  the  affirmative  easements  included 
in  the  2nd  section,  so  that  a  replication  under  those  sections  to  a 
plea  claiming  an  easement  of  light  by  virtue  of  twenty  years* 
enjoyment,  would  be  bad. 

Rejoinder  Rejoinder,'] — ^If  to   a  plea  of   user  for  twenty  years,   or  for 

Bcription^Aot.  ^^^7  years,  a  tenancy  for  life  is  replied,  and  there  has  been  a 

user  for  the  one  or  other  of  those  periods  named  in  the  plea,  in 

addition  to  the  period  of  the  tenancy,  the  defendant  should  rejoin 

that  fact. 
Although  the  plea  alleged  an  enjoyment  ''next  before  the 

suit,"  such  rejoinder  would  be  good  (o). 

(1c)  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  498  ;  61  R.  R.  W.  796  ;  65  R.  R.  784. 

704.  (n)  See  sect.  1  of  the  Act. 

/n    T>            11-     ^   >/  /iQ4Q\    11  rk    -D  (<>)   Claytoti  v.    Corby  (1842),  2  Q.  B. 

n3  ^'iV'J^T^'^^  ^^®^^^'  nO.^'R.  813;  2  Gale  &  D.  182;  67  R.  R.  807; 

fi66  ;   ib  K.  K.  o82.  p^^  ^    Mumford  (1848),  11  Q.  B.  666; 

(m)  Kinloeh  v.  Ncvile  (1840),  6  M.  &      76  R.  R.  682. 
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(d)  lieniedf/  by  Injunction. 

The  remedy  which  was  afforded  at  law,  before  the  passing  of  Ground  for 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  o.  125),  for  S  Courtoof 
the  continuous  disturbance  of  easements  or  other  nuisances,  by  Equity. 
an  indefinite  series  of  actions,  was  obviously,  in  many  cases,  quite 
[inadequate ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  always  exercised, 
and  the  High  Court  of    Justice  still    exercises,  the  power  of 
interfering,  by    injunction,  to    stop    the  whole    mischief    com- 
plained of  {p). 

The  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  right  in  such  eases  being  a  Trial  at  law 
right  at  common  law,   the   Court   of    Chancery,  before  finally  j^SlreJ. 
granting  equitable  relief,   at  one  time  required  that  the  legal 
right  of  the  person  seeking  relief  should  be  established  in  a  pro- 
ceeding at  law  [q).     But  that  Court  was  by  the  Chancery  Pro-  Chancery 
cedure  Act,  1852  (r),  empowered  to   determine  the  legal  right  ^ct,  186^2. 
itself.    And  now,  by  the  Judicature  Act,  1873  (5),  the  jurisdic-  Judicature 
tion  both  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  and  of  the  common  law  courts     ^^     '  ' 
is  vested  in  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  which  has  power  to 
entertain  legal  and  equitable  claims  and  defences  alike. 

It  was  said  that,  if  what  is  complained  of  be  in  its  nature  Public  utility 
useful  and  necessary  to  the  public,  though  productive  of  incon- 
venience to  individuals,  as  a  small-pox  hospital,  the  Court  will  not 
interfere  by  injunction ;  and  Balnea  v.  Baker  {f)  was  referred  to. 
But  in  that  case  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  anything 
really  amounting  to  a  nuisance  at  all  {u) ;  and  the  judgment  of 
the  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  in  Attarnet/- General  v.  Birmingham 
Borough  Council  (x),  shows  that,  if  a  nuisance  be  proved  in  fact,  it 
is  inmiaterial  whether  the  nuisance  is  conmiitted  for  the  benefit 
of  a  private  individual  or  many  (y).] 


(p)  Bobifuofi  y.  Lord  Byron  (1785),  1 
Bro.  C.  C.  583  (watercourse) ;  Thorpe  v. 
Brmnfitt  (1873),  L.  R.  8  Ch.  650  (way) ; 
Areedekne  v.  Kelk  (1858),  2  Oiff.  683  ; 
Herz  V.  Union  Bank  of  London  (1858), 
ibid.  086,  and  WiUon  v.  Townend  (1861), 
30  L.  J.  Ch.  25  (light) ;  Hunt  v.  Peaks 
(18G0),  1  Jobxu).  705  (natural  right  of 
support) ;  North'Eaetem  Bailtcay  v. 
Elliott  (1863),  10  H.  L.  C.  333  (easement 
of  support). 

(q)  See  judgments  in  Imperial  Gas  Co, 
V.  Broadbcnt  (l8o9),  7  H.  L.  C.  600.  It 
never  was  a  ground  of  demurrer  that 
the  legal  right  had  not  yet  b^n  tried, 


though  it  was  a  g^und  for  not  granting 
an  interlocutory  injunction. 

(r)  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  62;  re- 
pealed by  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  49. 

(«)  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66,  ss.  16,  24. 

\t)  (1752),  Ambl.  153;    3  Atk.  760. 

(w)  See  the  comments  of  Vioe-Chan- 
oelior  Kindersley  in  HoUau  y.  De  Held 
(1851),2Sim.N.S.atp.l48;89R.R.245. 

(x)  (1858),4Kay  &  J.  628. 

(V)  See  also  AU.-Gen.  v.  Ittton  (1856), 
2  Jur.  N.  S.  180;  Lilli/white  y.  Trimmer 
(1867),  36  L.J.  Ch.  5io;  Alt,- Gen.  w 
Cohry  Hatch  Lunatic  Asylum  (1868), 
L.  R.  4  Ch.  146  ;  Att.-Gen.  y.  Gee  (1870), 
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Bemedy  by 
injunction. 

Publio 

naisanoe  may 
be  restrained 
at  suit  of 
individual. 


Ri>ht  by 
contract. 


Injury  must 
bo  substantial. 


The  mere  fact  that  a  nuisanoe  is  of  a  publio  nature  will  not  in 
equity  more  than  in  law  prevent  individuak  from  applying  to  the 
Court  for  protection,  if  they  sustain  special  damage  thereby.  "  It 
is  going  too  far,"  said  Lord  Eldon  in  Crowder  v.  Tinkler  (s),  "  to 
say  that,  if  a  plain  nuisance  is  attended  with  particular  and  special 
damage  to  an  individual,  producing  irreparable  damage,  that 
individual  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  come  here  unless  the 
Attorney- General  chooses  to  accompany  him."  Thus,  too,  in  the 
more  recent  case  of  Spencer  v.  London  and  Birmingham  Railway 
Co.  (a),  it  was  held  that,  where  individuals  sustained  injury  from  a 
public  nuisance,  quite  distinct  from  that  which  was  inflicted  by  it 
on  the  public,  a  bill  might  be  filed  by  those  individuals  to  be 
relieved  from  the  nuisance  (6). 

Where  the  right  claimed  is  clearly  shown  to  exist  by  contract, 
express  or  implied,  and  the  contract  can  only  be  effectually  enforced 
by  injunction,  a  Court  of  Equity  will  interpose. 

In  Martin  v.  Nutkin{c)y  a  bill  was  filed  for  an  injunction 
against  the  churchwardens,  &c.  of  Hammersmith  ^Ho  stay  the 
ringing  of  the  five  o'clock  bell " :  the  Court  granted  the  injunction 
during  the  lives  of  the  plaintiffs  and  the  survivors  of  them,  as  it 
appeared  that  the  defendants  had  agreed  not  to  ring  the  five 
o'clock  bell  upon  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  should  build  a 
cupola  to  the  church,  which  he  accordingly  did,  and  the  bell  was 
silenced  for  two  years,  after  which  the  annoyance  complained  of 
took  place  {d). 

[Where  the  injury  complained  of  is  trifling,  the  Court  will  not, 
even  at  the  present  day,  interfere  by  injunction. 


L.  R.  10  Eq.  131  ;  Veimon  v.  Vestry  of 
iSt.  James,  WestminsUr  (1879),  L.  R.  16 
Ch.  Div.  449  ;  Metropolitan  Asulum  DiS' 
trict  V.  mil  (1881),  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas. 
193;  Alt. 'Gen.  v.  Aeton  Local  Board 
(1882),  I^.  R.  22  Ch.  D.  221.  DistingruuOi 
Alt. -Gen.  v.  Guardians  of  Poor  of  Union 
of  Dorking  (1882),  L.  R.  20  Ch.  Div. 
595,  where  the  nuisance  existed  before 
the  commencement  of  the  defendants' 
powers :  and  London  and  Brighton  Bail. 
Co.  V.  Truman  (1885),  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas. 
45,  where  the  Railway  Acts  are  treated 
as  expressly  authorizing  a  nuisance. 

In  Att.-Grn.  v.  Corporation  of  Man' 
Chester,  [1893]  2  Ch.  87,  it  was  sug- 
gested, but  not  decided,  that  on  an 
application  to  restrain  a  publio  nuisance 
some  weight  might  be  given  to  this  con- 
sideration ;  see  above,  p.  460 ;  and  see 
Alt. 'Gen.    v.    Nottingham    Corporation, 


[1904]  1  Ch.  673.  at  p.  681. 

(z)  (1816),  19  Yea.  621 ;  13  R.  R.  267. 

(a)  (1836),  8  Sim.  193 ;   42  R.  R.  159. 

(b)  Vide  etiam  Mayor  of  London  t. 
Bolt  (1799),  5  Ves.  129;  Sampson  v. 
Smith  (I83b),  8  Sim.  272  ;  [Soliau  t.  Jk 
Meld  (1851),  2  Sim.  N.  8.  133  ;  89  R.  R. 
245;  Mayor  of  Liverpool  T.  Chorlry  Water- 
works Co.  (1852),  2  D.  M.  &  G.  852  ; 
Cook  V.  Mayor  qf  Bath  (1868),  L.  R.  6  Bq. 
177  ;  Fritz  v.  Bobhon  (1880),  L.  R.  14  Ch. 
D.  542 ;  and  cases  cited  aboye^  p.  452, 
note  (z). 

(c)  (1724),  2  P.  Wms.  266. 

jrf)  [Cf.  lapping  V.  Eckersley  (1855), 
2  K.  &  J.  264 ;  PhiUips  v.  Treeby  (1862), 
8  Jur.  N.  S.  711,  999;  3  GifT.  632; 
Smart  v.  Jones  (1864),  33  L.  J.  N.  S.  C.  P. 
154  ;  Nuneaton  Local  Board  ▼.  General 
Sewage  Co.  (1875),  L.  R.  20  Eq.  127.] 
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[In  the  case  of  light,  the  views  of  the  judges  as  to  what  con-    ?®™®^y  ^y 

Btitutes  an  injury  so  substantial  as  to  call  for  an  injunction  has  — ; ^. 

Taried  considerably.  WbrtaX^. 

But  the  rule  is  now  clearly  established,  that  the  Court  will  General  rule, 
restrain  by  injunction,  not  indeed  a  trifling  or  immaterial  inter- 
ference with  the  legal  right  to  light,  but  any  obstruction  which  is 
calculated  to  render  the  dominant  tenement,  wherever  situate, 
substantially  less  fit  either  for  comfortable  use  and  enjoyment  as  a 
dwelliug-house  or  for  beneficial  use  and  occupation  as  a  place  of 
business  of  any  kind  (e), 

"I  cannot  myself,"  said  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  in  Dent  v. 
Auction  Mart  Co,  (/),  "  arrive  at  any  other  conclusion  than  this: 
that  where  substantial  damages  would  be  given  at  law,  as  distin- 
guished from  some  small  sum  of  £5,  £10,  or  £20,  this  Court  will 
interpose ;  and  on  this  ground,  that  it  cannot  be  contended  that 
those  who  are  minded  to  erect  a  building  that  will  inflict  an  injury 
upon  their  neighbour  have  a  right  to  purchase  him  out  without  any 
Act  of  Parliament  for  that  purpose  having  been  obtained." 

Where  the  light  obstructed  is  lateral  light,  it  naturally  requires 
more  evidence  to  prove  a  material  injury  than  when  the  light 
is  direct  (^). 

.  In  the  case  of  the  pollution  of  a  stream,  the  injunction  is  granted  Recorripg  or 
because  the  injury  is  continuous,  though  the  damage  recoverable  {^^^"^'^^ 
may  be  merely  nominal  (A).] 

Where  the  injury  is  of  a  temporary  [or  trivial]  nature  only,  the  Temporary 
Court  will   not  interfere   by  injunction  {i) ;    [but  a  temporary  j^nj^^-T*^ 


(e)  AboYe,  p.  671. 

(/)  (1866),  L.  R.  2  Eq.  at  p.  246 ; 
approved  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Aynaleyy, 
Glover  (1874),  L.  R.  18  Eq.  at  p.  652. 

{g)  Clarke  v.  Clark  (1866),  L.  R.  1  Ch. 
16 ;  City  of  Loitdon  Brewery  Co.  y.  Ten- 
nant  (1873),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  212. 

(h)  Clowes  V.  North  Staffordshire  Pot- 
teries Waterworks  Co,  (1872),  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
125,  142 ;  Pennington  v.  Brinsop  Hall 
Coal  Co.  (1877),  26  W.  R.  874. 

(i)  CouUon  V.  White  (1743),  3  Atk.  21  ; 
\Att.-Gen.  v.  Sheffield  Goa  Consumers'  Co. 
(1863),  3  D.  M.  &  G.  304;  Swaine  v. 
Great  Northern  Bail,  Co.  (1864),  10  Jur. 
N.  8.  191;  Durell  v.  Pritehard  (1866), 
L.  R.  1  Ch.  244  ;  Cooke  v.  Forbes  (1867), 
L.  R.  6  Eq.  166  ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Cambridge 
Consumers'  Gas  Co.  (1868),  L.  R.  4  Ch.  71 ; 
Llandudno  Urban  District  Cottneil  v. 
Woods,  [189J]  2  Ch.  706;  Behrens  v. 
Biehards,  [1906]  2  Ch.  614.     '*  Where," 


said  Wood,  L.  J.,  in  Att,-6en.  y.  Cam- 
bridge Consumers*  Gas  Co.,  **the  Court 
interferes  by  way  of  injunotion  to  pre- 
vent an  injury  in  respect  of  whioh  there 
is  a  legal  remedy,  it  does  so  upon  two 
gfround^,  which  are  of  a  totally  distinct 
character :  one  in  that  the  injury  is  irre- 
parable, as  in  the  case  of  cutting  down 
trees ;  the  other,  that  the  injury  is  con- 
tinuous, and  so  continuous  that  the  Court 
acts  upon  the  same  principle  as  it  used 
in  older  times  with  reference  to  biUs  of 
peace,  and  restrains  the  repeated  acts 
which  could  only  result  in  incessant 
actions,  the  continuous  character  of  the 
wrong  making  it  grievous  and  intoler- 
able. As  an  illustration  of  this  class  of 
case  I  may  refer  to  SoUau  t.  Le  Held 
(2  Sim.  N.  S.  133  ;  89  R.  R.  246),  where 
the  annoyance  from  the  ringing  of  the 
beU  was  in  itself  slight,  but  it  was  so 
continuous  that  the  Court  thought  fit  to 
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Eemedy  by    [interference  which  may  have  permanent  effects  on  the  value  of  an 
estate  will  of  course  be  restrained  (k). 


^^j^J^        In  Dent  v.  Auction  Mart  Co.  (/),  Wood,  V.-C,  says:   "I  may 

y       ,  J  ^  0i/iy  ^'^^  suggest  a  case  in  which  the  Court  would  probably  not  interfere 

^*    '  .  (not  merely  where  the  right  is   of  short  duration,  for   I   have 

0   '  i  "'■  interfered  in  cases  of  very  short  duration  with  reference  to  the 

obstruction  of  light),  but  where  the  whole  of  the  property  is  about 
to  cease  immediately,  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  notioe  given 
under  a  railway  Act  to  take  a  house,  when  the  house  is  about  to 
be  destroyed  and  razed  to  the  ground  in  two  or  three  days'  time. 
That  is  one  of  the  cases  in  which  damages  might  be  given  at  law, 
and  yet  this  Court  would  not  think  it  right  to  interfere." 
?J^^*  An  injunction  to  restrain  an  obstruction  to  light  has  been 

granted  at  the  suit  of  a  yearly  tenant  {tn)j  and  of  a  tenant  whose 
lease  had  expired  after  the  obstruction,  but  who  had  agreed  to 
renew  (n) ;  and  in  Jofies  v.  Chappell  (o)^  Jessel,  M.  B.,  said  that, 
so  far  as  he  was  aware,  it  had  never  been  decided  that  a  weekly 
tenant  could  not  have  an  injunction,  and  if  a  weekly  tenant  and 
his  landlord  were  to  join  in  a  suit  to  restrain  a  nuisance,  he  would 
not  find  the  slightest  difficulty  in  granting  an  injunction.     In 
Jacomb  v.  Knight  (p),  where  a  yearly  tenant  filed  a  bill  against 
adjoining  tenants  holding  under  the  same  landlord  to  restrain  a 
slight  obstruction  to  light,  and  the  landlord  after  the  filing  of  the 
bill  gave  the  plaintiff  notice  to  quit,  so  that  at  the  time  of  the 
hearing  less  than  eight  months  of  the  tenancy  remained  unex- 
pired, Bomilly,  M.  B.,  granted  a  mandatory  injunction ;  but  the 
Lords  Justices,  on  appeal,  taking  into  consideration  the  extent  of 
the  plaintiff's  interest,  and  the  balance  of  convenience  and  incon- 
venience, dismissed  the  bill  without  costs,  and  without  prejudice 
to  an  action  for  damages.     This  is  probably  a  case  in  which  the 
Court  would   now,  if    substantial    injury    were    shown,    award 
damages  in  lieu  of  an  injunction  (q). 

The  owner  of  a  house,  who  has  no  intention  of  residing  there, 
may  have  an  injunction  against  an  obstruction  to  the  windows, 

arrest  the  nuisanoe   brevi   manu,   and  (n)  Gale  v.  Abbot  (1862),  8  Jur.  N.  S. 

save  the  complainant  all  further  annoy-  987. 

anoe  "].  (p)  (1876),  L.  R.  20  Eq.  539. 

(k)  ^^^»«^.7/««*7^^^  ^!?,^T  (P)  (1863),32L.  J.pj.S.)Ch.601;ll 

(m)  Simper  v.  Foley  (1862),  2  J.  &  H.  {q)  See  bebw,  p.   609.     As    to  the 

555;    of.   Inehbald  v.  Bobinson    (1869),       persons    against  whom   an   injanctioa 
L.  B.  4  Ch.  388.  will  be  granted,  see  above,  p.  588. 
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rsimply  on  the  sround  of  the  effect  of  such  an  obstruction  on  the    Bamedy  by 
value  01  the  property  (r).  

The  order  in  Yates  v.  Jack  («),  which  was  until  recently  followed  Order  in 
in  cases  of  light  where  the  injury  arises  in  the  course  of  rebuilding 
the  servient  tenement,  restrained  the  defendant  ^*  from  erecting 
any  building  so  as  to  darken,  injure  or  obstruct  any  of  the  ancient 
lights  of  the  plaintiffs  as  the  same  were  enjoyed  previously  to  the 
taking  down  by  the  defendant  of  his  buildings  on  the  opposite 
side  of  the  street,  and  also  from  permitting  to  remain  any  buildings 
already  erected  which  would  cause  any  such  obstruction."  Lord 
Cranworth  in  the  same  case,  following  Stokes  v.  City  Offices 
Company  (^),  added  a  proviso  enabling  the  parties  to  come  before 
the  chief  clerk  in  order  to  have  it  ascertained  whether  any  pro- 
posed addition  to  the  building  would  or  would  not  be  a  violation 
of  the  injunction ;  but  this  proviso  was  not  inserted  as  a  matter 
of  course  (ti)  in  subsequent  orders. 

Since  it  was  definitely  laid  down  in  Colls  v.  Home  and  Colonial  Order  m 
StoreSy  Ltd.  (a?),  that  the  easement  of  light  confers  only  the  "  right  jj^  ^^ 
to  be  protected  against  a  particular  form  of  nuisance,"  and  not  *nlt*blo- 
the  right  to  the  whole  of  the  light  as  it  was  previously  enjoyed, 
the  form  of  the  order  in  Yates  v.  Jack  is  not  appropriate  as  it 
stood.  It  was  disapproved  as  a  common  form  order  in  Colls^ 
Case  {y)j  and  suggestions  for  an  alteration  in  the  form  of  order 
were  made  by  Lord  Macnaghten.  "  The  common  form  of  order 
which  has  been  in  use  since  the  case  of  Yates  v.  Jack  is  not, 
I  think,  altogether  free  from  objection.  I  think  it  would  be 
better  that  the  order,  when  expressed  in  general  terms,  should 
restrain  the  defendant  from  erecting  any  building  so  as  to  cause 
a  nuisance  or  illegal  obstruction  to  the  plaintiff's  ancient  windows, 
as  the  same  existed  previously  to  the  taking  down  of  the  house 
which  formerly  stood  on  the  site  of  the  defendant's  new  buildings. 
If  the  action  is  brought  to  a  hearing  before  the  defendant's  new 
buildings  are  completed,  and  there  seems  to  be  good  ground  for 
the  plaintiff's  apprehensions,  an  order,  I  think,  might  be  con- 
veniently made  in  that  form  with  costs  up  to  the  hearing,  and 


(r)   Wilton  v.  Townend  (1860),  1  Br.  &  (0  (1865),  11  Jur.  N.  S.  560  ;  2  H.  & 

Sm.  324  ;  cf .  Ooldsmid  v.  Tunbridge  WelU  H.  650. 

Improvement  Commiuionere  (1866),  L.  B.  ^u)  Seton,  ubi  sup 

1  Oil.  at  p.  355.     Afl  to  a  revendoner,  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^   ^  /^g 

flee  p.  582,  above.  ^  '  '-        -* 

(«)  (1866),  L.  B.  1  Gb.  at  ^.  298  ;  see  (j/)  Per  Lord  Maonagbten,  at  p.  193  ; 

tbe    order    given    in    fall    in    Seton's  per  Lord  Davey,  at  p.  201 ;   per  Lord 

Decrees,  6tb  edit.  p.  565.  Lindley,  at  p.  207. 
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Beroedy  by 
injunction. 

Order  in 

Totes  T.  Jack 

not  how 

suitable. 


Air. 


Bef erence  to 
experts. 


[Kberty  to  ihe  plaintifE  within  a  fixed  time  after  completion  to 
apply  for  further  relief  by  way  of  mandatory  injunction  or 
damages,  as  he  may  be  advised." 

In  Anderson  v.  Francis  (s),  Swinfen  Eady,  J.,  following  the 
above  suggestions  of  Lord  Maenaghten,  granted  an  injunction 
restraining  the  defendants  from  erecting  any  building  so  as  to 
cause  a  nuisance  or  illegal  obstruction  to  the  plaintiffs'  ancient 
windows  as  the  same  existed  previously  to  the  commencement 
of  the  alterations  in  the  defendants'  buildings.  The  defendants 
were  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  action  up  to  and  including 
the  hearing,  and  liberty  was  given  to  the  plaintiffs  to  apply,  not 
later  than  three  calendar  months  after  receiving  notice  from  the 
defendants  that  their  new  building  had  been  completed,  for  further 
relief  by  way  of  mandatory  injunction  or  damages,  as  they  might 
be  advised ;  and  the  order  in  the  form  suggested  by  Lord  Mae- 
naghten has  now  been  adopted  as  the  common  form  order  {a). 

It  is  improper  to  couple  together  "light  and  air"  in  every 
case ;  an  injunction  to  protect  air  is  not  granted  unless  a  separate 
case  be  made  for  it  (6). 

There  are  oases  (c)  where  the  Court,  after  deciding  that  there 
is  an  obstruction  to  be  restrained,  has,  by  consent  of  the  parties, 
referred  it  to  a  surveyor  to  say  what  alteration  will  be  sufficient 
to  remedy  the  obstruction. 

In  Abbott  V.  Holloway  (rf),  an  order  was  by  consent  made  to 
refer  it  to  an  independent  surveyor  to  determine  whether  the 
erection  of  the  defendants'  buildings,  having  regard  to  the  increased 
height  thereof,  would  depreciate  to  any  and  what  extent  the  value 
of  the  plaintiffs'  premises ;  the  defendants  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  sum  (if  any)  so  determined ;  the  surveyor  to  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  parties,  or  in  default  to  be  appointed  by  the  judge,  and  his 
fees  to  be  borne  by  the  parties  equally  ;  the  defendants  to  pay  the 
plaintiffs'  taxed  costs  of  the  action ;  the  surveyor  not  to  be  attended 
by  anyone  on  behalf  of  the  parties,  or  to  take  evidence. 

It  is  not  the  practice  of  the  Court  on  interlocutory  motion  to 
appoint  an  expert  to  report  to  the  Court  at  the  trial  of  the  action  {e). 


(2)  (1906),  W.  N.  160. 

(a)  8ee  the  orders  made  in  Siggins  t. 
Belts,  [1906]  2  Ch.  217;  Andrews  v. 
^atte,  [1907]  2  Ch.  600,  510. 

(b)  See  Lord  Selbome's  observations 
in  City  of  London  Brewery  Co.  v.  Tennant 
(1873),  L.  K.  9  Ch.  at  p.  220 ;  Baxter  v. 
Bower  (1876),  44  L.  J.  Ch.  626 ;  23  W.  B. 
806;  and  Cable  v.  Bryant,  [1908]  1  Ch. 


269. 

(e)  Jessel  v.  Chaplin  (1866),  2  Jar. 
N.  S.  931 ;  Att,'Gen,  v.  Merthyr  Tydfl 
Local  Board  (1870),  6  Weekly  Notes, 
148 ;  but  see  Att.-Gen.  v.  Colney  JIateh 
(1868),  L.  R.  4  Ch.  146. 

(d)  (1904),  W.  N.  124. 

(eJBaUie  Co,  y.  Siwpson  (1876),  24 
W.  R.  390,  where  Jeesel,  M.  R.,  painted 
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experts. 


[But  in  Colls  V.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores,  Ltd.  (/),  Lord  Bemedy  by 
Macnaghten  made  the  following  observations  {g)  : — "  It  will  be 
observed  that  in  Back  v.  Stacey  (A),  the  learned  judge  told  the 
jury  who  had  viewed  the  premises,  that  they  were  to  judge  rather 
from  their  own  ocular  observation  than  from  the  testimony  of  any 
witnesses,  however  respectable,  of  the  degree  of  diminution  which 
the  plaintiff's  ancient  light  had  undergone.  Now  a  judge  who 
exercises  the  functions  of  both  judge  and  jury  cannot  be  expected 
to  view  the  premises  himself,  even  if  he  considers  himself  an  expert 
in  such  matters.  But  I  have  often  wondered  why  the  Court  does 
not  more  frequently  avail  itself  of  the  power  of  calling  in  a 
competent  adviser  to  report  to  the  Court  upon  the  question.  There 
are  plenty  of  experienced  surveyors  accustomed  to  deal  with  large 
properties  in  London  who  might  be  trusted  to  make  a  perfectly 
fair  and  impartial  report,  subject,  of  course,  to  examination  in 
Court  if  required.  I  am  not  in  the  least  sm*prised  that  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  present  case  objected  to  a  report  from  a  disinterested 
surveyor,  but  in  my  opinion  the  Court  ought  to  have  obtained  such 
a  report  for  its  own  guidance." 

It  is  doubtful  whether  a  judge  should  himself  visit  the  pre-  Inspeotion 
mises  in  question  and  use  his  own  senses  to  ascertain  whether  an    ^  y^^' 
injury  has  been  committed ;  for  he  may  be  mistaken,  and  it  is  his 
duty  to  decide  on  sworn  evidence  (i). 

The  question,  whether  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  interfere  Inberloontoiy 
interlocutorily  by  injunction  before  the  plaintiff's  right  is  decided  ^"^J^ctioii. 
one  way  or  the  other  by  a  trial,  is  one  depending  upon  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Court,  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances,  -^  .   . 
including  the   clearness,   extent  and    amount    of  the  plaintiff's   '    ' 
right,  the  injury  which  he  is  likely  to  sustain,  his  promptness  in 
complaining,  and  a  comparison  of  the  injury  likely  to  result  to  the    • 
plaintiff  or  defendant  respectively,  in  case  the  ultimate  issue  should 


0 


ont  that  in  Ktlk  v.  Pearson  (1871),  L.  K. 
6  Ch.  809,  the  motion  was  treated  an  the 
hearing,  and  8aid  that  this  was  probably 
fH>  in  Carticright  v.  La»t  (1876),  Seton*8 
Decrees,  ed.  6,  p.  567;  W.  N.  1876, 
p.  60.  The  order  in  the  last- meD tinned 
oaae  was  made  upon  motion,  but  con- 
cluded: '*and  it  is  oidered  that  the 
farther  hearing  of  the  said  motion  do 
stand  over  until  after  such  report  as 
aforesaid  shaU  have  been  made,  when 
anj  of  the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to 
apply  to  have  this  action  disposed  of, 
and  at  such  further  hearing  oi  the  said 


motion,  or  hearing  of  the  said  action, 
both  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to 
examiue  the  said  referee  viva  voce."  See, 
however.  Leech  v.  Schiceder  (1874),  L.  R. 
9  Ch.  463. 

(/)  [1904]  A.  0.  179. 

{g)  Ibid.  p.  192. 

(A)  (1826),  2  C.  &  P.  465;  31  R.  E. 
679. 

(i)  Jackson  y.  Duke  of  NeipcattU (\%^), 
3  De  G.  J.  &  S.  275 ;  10  Jur.  N.  8.  688  ; 
Leech  v.  Schweder  (1874),  22  W.  R.  292  ; 
43  L.  J.  Ch.  232. 
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Reme^by    [^e  in  his  favour,  by  retison  of  the  refusal  or  the  granting  of 
the  m J  unction,  as  the  case  may  be  (k).     And  the  provision  in  the 


injimotionJ  Judicature  Act,  1873  (/),  which  empowers  the  High  Court  of 
Justice  to  grant  an  interlocutory  injunction  '*  in  all  cases  in  which 
it  shall  appear  to  the  Court  to  be  just  or  convenient  that  such 
order  should  be  made,"  is  not  intended  to  disturb  the  settled  prin- 
ciples on  which  injunctions  were  formerly  granted  or  refused  (iw). 
It  is  as  to  this  class  of  injunctions  that  the  learned  author  observed 
that,]  as  a  general  rule.  Courts  of  Equity  will  interfere  by 
injunction  in  those  cases  of  disturbance  of  easements  only  where 
the  right  of  the  party  complaining  is  clearly  established,  and  the 
injury  which  he  must  necessarily  sustain,  if  the  work  be  allowed 
to  proceed,  is  of  such  a  nature  that  no  adequate  compensation 
can  be  afforded  by  damages  only,  and  "  where  delay  itself  would 
be  a  wrong"  (w). 

"  The  leading  principle,"  said  Lord  Brougham  in  Blaketfiore  v. 
Glamorganshire  Canal  Navigation  (o),  "  on  which  I  proceed  in 
dealing  with  this  application, — the  principle  which,  I  humbly 
conceive,  ought,  generally  speaking,  to  be  the  guide  of  the  Court 
and  to  limit  its  discretion  in  granting  injunctions,  at  least  where 
no  special  circumstances  occur, — is,  that  such  a  restraint  shall  be 
imposed  as  may  suffice  to  stop  the  mischief  complained  of,  and, 
where  it  is  to  stay  injury,  to  keep  things  as  they  are  for  the 
present." 

[It  is  no  longer  necessary,  in  order  that  an  interiocutory  in- 
junction may  be  obtained,  that  the  evidence  of  right  shall  be 
conclusive ;  but  a  prim&  facie  case  must  be  made  out,  and  the 
Court  must  be  satisfied  that  there  is  a  question  to  be  tried  at  the 
hearing  (j9). 
Undertaking  Where  the  plaintiff  obtains  an  interlocutory  injunction,  an  under- 
agee.  j^j^jj^g  Y)j  him  to  abide  by  any  oixier  which  the  Court  may  make 
as  to  damages,  in  case  the  Court  should  afterwards  be  of  opinion 
that  the  defendants  have  sustained  any,  by  reason  of  the  order, 


[k)  See  2  Daniell,  Chancery  Practice, 
7th  edit.  1360. 

(/)  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66,  8.  25,  snb-s.  8. 

(nt)  SeeBeddoicy,  Beddow  (1878);  L.  R. 
9  Ch.  D.  89;  Lay  v.  BroumHgg  (1873), 
L.  R.  10  Ch.  Div.  at  p.  37,  per  James, 
L.  J. ;  Gaskin  v.  Bath  (1879),  L.  R.  13 
Ch.  Div.  324  ;  Fletcher  y.  Rodgera  {ISIS), 
27  W.  R.  97.  And  of.  North  London 
£ail.  Co.  V.  Great  Northern  Rail.  Co. 
(1883),  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div.  30. 


(w)  Per  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.  R.,  in 
Wynstanley  v.  Lee  (1818),  2  Lev.  332; 
[of.  Mogul  i^teamship  Co.  v.  McGregor, 
Oow  #  Co.  (188ft),  L.  R.  16  Q.  B.  D.  476], 

(o)  (1832),  1  Mj.  &  Kee.  186 ;  36  R.  R. 
289,  Preface  yi. 

(p)  Preiton  v.  Luck  (1844),  L.  R.  27 
Ch.  Div.  at  p.  506,  per  Cotton,  L.  J. ; 
ChalletuUr  v.  Jiogle  (1887),  L.  R.  36  Ch, 
Div.  425. 
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[which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  pay,  is  inserted  in  the  order  as  a    Remedy  by 
matter  of  oourse  (q)  ;  and  where  an  interlocutory  injunction  has 


been  granted  on  such  an  undertaking,  and  it  is  afterwards  held  a^fSfd^^f. 
at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  an  injunction,  an 
inquiry  as  to  damages  may  he  directed,  even  though  the  plaintiff 
obtained  the  order  without  any  misrepresentation,  concealment,  or 
default  (r). 

In  some  cases  the  Court  has  ordered  a  motion  for  an  interim  Undertaking 
injunction  to  stand  over  until  the  trial,  on  the  defendant  under-  ^  °^^* 
taking  to  abide  by  any  order  which  may  be  made  at  the  trial  as 
to  pulling  down  the  additional  buildings  to  be  erected  (s) ;  but 
no  such  undertaking  is  required  in  order  to  found  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  over  buildings  erected  after  the  commencement  of 
the  action  (t),'] 

A  distinction  has  been   taken  in  some   cases  between  those  Mandatory 
injunctions  which  merely  prevent  the  doing  of  an  act,  and  those  "J^<^^- 
the  consequence  of  which,  either  directiy  or  indirectly,  will  be  to 
compel  a  party  to  do  some  act,  as  to  fill  up  a  ditch  (t«),  or  pull 
down  a  wall  {x) ;  the  former  being  granted  on  motion,  the  latter 
[formerly]  on  decree  only. 

This  distinction,  however,  though  recognized,  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  strictly  attended  to:  indeed,  in  one  ca8e(y).  Lord 
Eldon,  though  he  refused  the  order,  as  prayed,  "  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  continuing  to  keep  certain  roads  out  of 
repair,"  purposely  made  an  order  in  such  a  form  as  to  have 
the  same  effect,  by  making  it  difficult  for  the  defendant  to 
avoid  completely  repairing  his  works.  "  I  take  leave,"  said  Lord 
Brougham,  in  commenting  on  this  case,  in  his  judgment  in  Blake- 
more  v.  Olamorgamhire  Canal  Navigation  (s),  "to  agree  with  Lord 
Lyndhurst  in  the  opinion  that,  if  this  Court  has  this  jurisdiction, 
it  would  be  better  to  exercise  it  directly  and  at  once ;  and  I  will 


(q)  Chappell  ▼.  Davidson  (1856),  8  D. 
M.  &  G.  1 ;  Oraham  v.  Campbell  (1878), 
Ij.  R.  7  Ch.  Div.  490. 

(r)  Oriffith  ▼.  Blake  (1884),  L.  R.  27 
Ch.  Div.  474,  where  the  Lords  Justices 
dissented  from  an  opinion  to  the  contrary 
expressed  bj  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Smith  v. 
Day  (1882),  L.  R.  21  Ch.  Div.  421. 

(«)  WiUm  y.  Townend  (1860),  1  Dr.  & 
Sm.  324. 

(/)  Smith  V.  Day  (1880),  L.  R.  13  Ch. 
Div.  651  ;  cf.  Aynsley  v.  Glover  (1874), 
Xi.  R.  18  Eq.  544,  at  p.  553.  per  Jessel, 
M.  R. ;  Hockey  v.  Seottiah  Widowi  Fund 


(1876),  I.  R.  10  Eq.  113 ;  24  W.  R.  Dii?. 
96 ;  Greenwood  v.  Momaey  (1886),  L.  R. 
33  Ch.  D.  471. 

(tt)  Robiniton  v.  Lord  Byron  (1785),   1 
Bro.  C.  C.  588. 

{x)  Ryder  v.  Bentham  (1750),  1  Ves. 
sen.  513. 

(y)  Lane  v.  Newdigate  (1804),  10  Ves. 
192;  7R.  R.  381. 

(z)  (1832),  1  My.  &  Kee.  184  ;  3fiR.  R. 
289,  Preface  vi. ;  [cf.  the  observations  of 
Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Smith  v.  Smith  ( 1 875) 
L.  R.  20  Eq.  at  p.  504 ;  and  Bidwell  y. 
Solden  (1890),  63  L.  T.  104.] 
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Bemedyby 
iDJunotion. 

Mandatory 
injimotion. 


Present  form 
of  mandatory 
injimotion. 


Mandatory 
injonotion 
granted  on 
motion. 


Lord  Cairns* 
Aot. 


further  take  leave  to  add,  that  the  having  recourse  to  a  roundabout 
mode  of  obtaining  the  object  seems  to  cast  a  doubt  on  the  jurisdic- 
tion." The  question  of  jurisdiction  his  Lordship  does  not  expressly 
decide  ;  "  although,"  he  continues,  "  we  have  no  right  to  say  there 
is  not  a  precedent  for  taking  a  similar  course  here,  yet  surely 
we  may  pause,  and,  without  denying  the  jurisdiction,  dedine  to 
exercise  it." 

[The  Court  has  now  departed  from  the  "roundabout  mode,"  and 
where  an  injunction  is  granted,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  require 
the  performance  of  a  certain  act,  such  as  the  pulling  down  and 
removal  of  buildings,  the  order  is  made  in  a  direct  mandatory 
form,  and  not  in  the  indirect  form  hitherto  in  use  (n). 

The  jurisdiction  to  gi*ant  a  mandatory  injunction,  even  on  inter- 
locutory motion,  has,  in  recent  years,  often  been  asserted.  And 
— ^although  the  jurisdiction  has  not  been  exercised  on  motion 
except  in  grave  and  urgent  cases  (b),  or  when  the  defendant  has 
endeavoured  to  anticipate  the  action  of  the  Court  by  hurrying  on 
his  building  after  litigation  has  commenced  (c), — it  seems  that,  but 
for  the  statute  to  be  hereafter  referred  to,  the  Court  would  feel 
bound,  on  the  hearing  of  a  suit  where  no  acquiescence  (d)  was 
shown,  to  order  the  demolition  of  buildings  erected  in  defiance  of 
a  legal  right  and  to  the  grave  and  serious  injury  of  the  person 
entitled  to  such  right  (<?), — and  that,  whether  the  buildings  were 
or  were  not  completed  before  action  brought  (/).  To  refuse  a 
mandatory  injunction  in  such  a  case  would  have  been  to  enable  a 
servient  owner,  by  the  exercise  of  diligence  or  contrivance,  to  buy 
out  the  dominant  owner  against  his  will. 

By  the  statute  (g)  commonly  called  Lord  Cairns'  Act,  it  was 
enacted  as  follows : — 


(a)  Jaekton  y.  Normanby  Brick  Co,y 
[18991  1  Ch.  438;  Seton  on  Decrees, 
tth  edit.  p.  565. 

{b)  Earl  of  Mexhorough  v.  Bovcer  (1843), 
7  Beav.  1?7 ;  64  B.  R.  34 ;  Hervey  v. 
Smith  (1855),  1  K.  &  J.  389  ;  WettmittBter 
Brymbo  Coal  and  Coke  Co,  v.  Clayton 
(1867),  39  L.  J.  Ch.  476  ;  Beadel  v.  Perry 
(1866),  L.  R.  3Eq.  465. 

(c)  Daniel  v.  Fergwon,  [1891]  2  Ch. 
27;  Von  Joel  v.  Hornaey,  [1895]  2  Ch. 
774.  Cf.  Keeble  v.  FooU  (1898),  105 
L.  T.  474  ;  42  Sol.  Jour.  791. 

(d)  Below,  p.  611. 

(e)  See  Jaeomb  y.  Knight  (1863),  9 
Jur.  N.  S.  529 ;  82  L.  J.  N.  8.  Ch.  601 ; 
London  and  North  Weitem  Bail,  Co.  t. 


Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Bail.  Co.  (1867), 
L.  R.  4  Eq.  174  ;  Holmes \,  Upton  {\%\\i), 
L.  R.  9  Ch.  214, n. :  Smit hy, Smith  {\%lb), 
L.  R.  20  £q.  at  p.  504,  per  Jeaael,  M.  R. ; 
Price  V.  Bala  and  Festiniog  Bail,  (^. 
(1884).  50  L.  T.  Rep.  787 ;  Shiely.  God- 
frey, W.  N.  (1893),  p.  116.  Cf.  Clifford 
V.  Holty  [1899]  1  Ch.  698. 

(/)  Durell  V.  Pritehard  (1865),  L.  R. 
1  Ch.  244  :  notwithstanding'  lieere  v. 
Guest  (1836),  I  Myl.  &  Cr.  516;  Law- 
rence V.  Austin  (1866),  llJur.  N.  S.  676 ; 
and  Curriers^  Co,  v.  Corbett  (1865),  11 
Jur.  N.  S.  7 1 9.  See  City  of  London  Brewery 
Co,  V.  Tennant  (1873),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  212. 

(g)  2\  k  22  Vict.  c.  27,  s.  2.  Thin 
Act  was  in  terma  repealed  hj  the  Statate 
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["  In  ftll  oases  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  (A)  has  juris-    ?«tt«^  ^7 

diction  to  entertain  an  application  for  an  injunction  against  a — 1- 

breaoh  of  any  covenant,  contract  or  agreement,  or  against  the  AcT™" 
commission  or  continuance  of  any  wrongful  act,  or  for  the  specific 
performanoe  of  any  covenant,  contract  or  agreement,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  same  Court,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  to  award  damages 
to  the  party  injured,  either  in  addition  to  or  in  substitution  for 
such  injunction  or  specific  performance,  and  such  damages  may  be 
assessed  in  such  manner  as  the  Court  shall  direct.'' 

TJpon  this,  it  has  been  held  that,  unless  a  case  is  made  for  an  Does  not 
injunction — i.e.,  if  the  injury  complained  of  is  so  trifling  that,  case  made  for 
even  if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed,  no  injunction  would  have  iaj«iiotion. 
been  granted  (t),  or  if  the  plaintiff  is  disentitled  by  acquiescence 
from  obtaining  an  injunction  (A*),  the  Court  cannot  under  the  Act 
award  damages. 

But  upon  the  further  question,  in  what  cases  the  Act  does  apply,  f^^^*  ^^•■^ 
the  deoisions  have  been  somewhat  conflicting.  In  former  editions 
of  this  treatise  the  question  was  propounded  whether,  given  a  case 
in  which  the  defendant  is  clearly  in  the  wrong,  and  where  an 
appreciable  amount  of  damage,  according  to  the  principles  above 
stated  (/),  will  result  to  the  plaintiff  if  the  wrong  be  allowed  to 
continue,  but  in  which,  on  a  comparison  of  this  damage  with  the 
damage  which  an  injunction  will  cause  to  the  defendant,  the 
latter  greatly  preponderates,  the  Court  will  look  to  the  defendant's 
interest  as  well  as  to  the  plaintiff's,  and  aUow  the  defendant  to 
continue  the  injury  on  paying  damages  for  his  wrong.  It  was 
submitted  that  to  answer  this  question  in  the  affirmative  would  be 
to  permit  one  of  two  neighbours  to  effect  a  compulsory  purchase  of 
the  rights  of  the  other — a  power  which  is  generally  given  only 


applies. 


Law  Beriflion  Act,  1883  ;  but  the Juris- 
dictioii  created  by  the  Aot  ia  not  affected 
by  the  repeal  (per  Bagg^allay,  L.  J.,  in 
JSayert  ▼.  Coilf/er  (1884),  L.  B.  28  Ch. 
Div.  103).  See  and  oonsider  Fritz  t. 
EobBOH  (1880),  L.  B.  14  Ch.  D.  642 ; 
Serrao  y.  Noel  (1885),  L.  B.  16  Q.  B.  D. 
649 ;  Dodd  t.  Myers  (1884),  28  Sol.  Jonr. 
772. 

(A)  Now  the  Ohanoerj  DiYision  of  the 
High  Court  of  Justioe. 

(t)  Lawrence  y.  Austin  (1866),  11  Jnr. 
N.  S.  676  ;  DureU  y.  Fritehard  (1866), 
L.  B.  1  Ch.  at  p.  262 ;  Eindley  y.  Emery 
(1866),  L.  B.  1  Eq.  52;  Aynsley  y. 
aiover  (1874),  L.  B.  18  £q.  644 ;  Lady 
Stanley  of  Alderley  y.  Earl  of  Shrewsbury 

G. 


(1876),  L.  B.  19  Eq.  616.  See  City  of 
London  Brewery  Co.  v.  Tennant  (1873), 
L.  B.  9  Ch.  212.  These  decisions  do  not 
apply  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  High 
Court,  under  the  Judicature  Acts,  to 
award  damages  for  past  injury  ;  but  so 
far  as  the  power  of  the  Chancery  Diyi- 
sion  to  awaid  damages  in  lieu  of  an  in- 
junction— i.^.,  damages  for  past  and 
future  loss— still  survives,  the  decisions 
are  still  applicable.  See  Kino  v.  Eudkin 
(1877),  L.  B.  6  Ch.  D.  160. 

(*)  Smith  y.  Smith  (1876),  L.  B.  20 
Eq.  at  p.  603,  per  Jessel,  M.  B.  Cf. 
Froetor  y.  Bayley  (1889),  L.  B.  42  Ch. 
Diy.  390. 

(0  Page  600. 
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Remedy  by    [where  it  is  for  the  puhlio  benefit;  while  to  answer  it  in  the 
negative  would  be  to  neutralize  or  greatly  diminish  the  effect  of 


damages. 


OtherwiBe,  no 
settled  role. 


^'aS*^'  the  Act. 

It  seems  that  the  answer  to  this  question  is  in  the  negatiTe  in 
the  ease  of  prohibitory  injunctions  (m) ;  in  the  ease  of  mandatory 
injunctions  it  depends  upon  the  conduct  of  the  defendant,  and 
whether  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  is  trivial  and  can  be  faiily 
compensated  by  money  damages. 
Defendant  Where  the  defendant  has  erected  or  substantially  erected  his 

his^^^o^^*^  building,  either  after  action  brought,  or  otherwise  with  notice  of 
not  ]et  off  with  the  plaintiff's  right  and  in  defiance  of  his  protests,  the  judges  have 
absolutely  refused  to  allow  him  to  compensate  the  plaintiff  with 
damages,  but  have  forced  him  to  pull  down  his  buildings  (n). 

But,  except  for  such  cases  of  wilful  breach  of  !duty,  the  CourU 
have  declined  to  fetter  their  discretion  by  laying  down  any  abeolate 
rule  and  have  considered  each  case  upon  its  own  ciroumstanoes. 
The  tendency  of  the  earlier  decisions  {o)  was  to  award  damages  in 
preference  to  a  mandatory  injunction  whenever  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  could  be  reasonably  estimated  in  money — whenever,  in 
fact,  the  injury  was  not  "  irreparable  "  except  by  the  restoration 
of  the  status  quo  ante.  But,  more  recently,  the  inclination  of  the 
judges  appears  to  have  been  to  exercise  the  discretion  only  in  cases 
where  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  although  not  so  trifling  as 
to  exclude  the  jurisdiction  altogether,  is  yet  small  in  amount 
and  capable  of  being  amply  compensated  by  a  money  payment, 
and  when  there  are  special  circumstances  which  would  make  it 
oppressive  to  grant  an  injunction  {p). 


(m)  Cowper  v.  Laidler,  [1903]  2  Ch. 
337. 

(«)  Smith  V.  Smith  (1876),  L.  R.  20 
Eq.  600;  Krehlr.  Burrell  (1878),  L.  R. 
7  Ch.  D.  661 ;  11  Ch.  Div.  146  ;  Oaskin 
V.  Balh  (1879),  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div.  324; 
Greenwood  y.  Hormey  (1886),  L.  R.  33 
Oh.  D.  471 ;  Lawrence  ▼.  Horton  (1890), 
69  L.  J.  Ch.  440 ;  62  L.  T.  749  ;  38  W.  R. 
666  ;  Parker  v.  Stanley  (1902),  60  W.  R. 
282 ;  and  see  note  (c\  p.  608. 

(o)  Johnson  v.  Wyatt  (1863),  9  Jur. 
N.  S.  1333  ;  laenberg  v.  East  India  Souse 
EstaU  Co.  (1863),  10  Jur.  N.  S.  221 ;  33 
L.  J.  N.  S.  Ch.  392  ;  Bowes  y.  Law  (1870), 
L.  R.  9  Eq.  636  ;  Batt  v.  £arl  of  Derby 

il874),  referred  to  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  at 
J.  R.  18  Eq.  p.  666,  and  by  Kekewich, 
J.,  at  63  L.  T.  381 ;  Lady  Stanley  of 
Alderley  y.  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  (1876), 


L.  R.  19  Eq.  616 ;  National 
Flats  Glass  Insurance  Co.  y.  Trudential 
Assurance  Co.  (1877),  L.  R.  6  Ch.  D. 
767 ;  Holland  y.  Worley  (1884),  L.  R.  26 
Ch.  D.  678. 

(p)  Senior  y.  Fatoson  (1866),  L.  R.  S 
Eq.  330  ;  Aynsley  y.  Glover  (1874),  L.  R. 
18  Eq.  at  p.  664 ;  Smith  y.  Smith  (1875), 
L.  R.  20  Eq.  600  ;  AUen  y.  Ayrwa 
(1884),  W.  N.  p.  242 ;  Dickcrr.  Fbpham 
[1890),  63  L.  T.  379;  Martin  y.  iVw, 
[1894]  1  Ch.  276;  Shclfer  y.  City  9/ 
London  Electric  Lightiny  Co,,  [1896]  I 
Ch.  287;  Touny  y.  Star  Omnibus  &., 
Ltd.  (1902),  86  L.  T.  41;  Cowper  y. 
Laidler,  [1903]  2  Ch.  337  ;  Colls  y.  Seme 
and  Colonial  Stores,  Ltd.^  [1904]  A.  G. 
192  (per  Lord  Macnaghten),  212  (per 
Lord  Lindley) ;  Kine  y.  JoUy,  [1906]  1 
Oh.  480 ;  affd.  [1907]  A.  0.  1. 
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[It  seems  that  damages  might  be  awarded  under  the  Act  even    Remedy  by 
for  injury  done  after  the  issue  of  the  writ  (q),  and  possibly  for 


injury  which  may  be  expected  to  accrue  after  judgment  (r).  Act™* 

In  some  cases,  even  though  there  has  been  no   such  acqui-  injury  after 
escenoe  as  to  amount  to  a  constructive  grant  of  a  right  («),  the  ^u^j^t 
plaintiff  may  be  barred  by  delay  from  obtaining  a  remedy  by  Laches, 
injunction  (^).] 


(9)  Lwmpwrt  y.  Rylandt  (1865),  L.  R.  Cooper  v.  Huhbuck  (1860),  30  Beav.  160 ; 

1  £q.  302 ;  Ftitt  v.  Hobson  (1880),  L.  R.  Gaakin  v.  BalU  (1879),  L.  R.  13  Gh.  Div. 

14  Ch.  D.  642.  324 ;   Young  y.  Star  Omnibtu  Co.,  Ltd,, 

ir)  See  Dicker  y.  Fopham,  nbi  sap.  nbl  sup.     But  see  Hogg  y.  Seott  (1874), 

t)  As  to  which,  see  aboye,  p.  66.  L.  R.  18  £q.  444,  and  the  oases  there 

(0  WiekM  y.  Hunt  (1869),  Johns.  372  ;  cited. 

,     ;'  .,''.-        -  ■    /9u  /fr'  :^' 
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ABANDONMENT.    8m  ExxDrouzBrnoDiT. 

ABATEMENT  OP  NUISANCE  OR  OBSTRUCTION,  576  $t  $eq, 
apprehended  injniy,  whether  jnstifiee,  574. 
hj  person  injured  is  jostdfled,  676. 
oare  required  in,  417,  578. 
disposal  of  material  after,  579. 
on  neighbour's  soil,  676,  577. 
on  own  soil,  577. 
request  to  remoTe,  in  what  case  required,  578,  588. 

either  to  lessor  or  lessee  soifioient,  578. 
trespass  for  purpose  of,  justified,  576. 

when  notice  of  should  be  given,  578. 
unnecessary  damage  not  to  be  done  in,  578. 

whether  difference  herein  in  respect  of  public  nuisance,  578. 
when  justified  by  danger  or  apprehension  of  disturbance,  574. 

ABUTTALS, 

in  conyeyance,  easement  implied  from,  112. 

ACCESSIONS 

to  natural  stream,  right  to,  307. 

ACCIDENT.    See  Aoxion ;  Aoi  ov  God. 

ACQUIESCENCE, 

breach  of  restriotive  covenant  in,  may  operate  as  release,  83. 
by  person  incapable  of  resisting  wiU  not  be  inferred,  215. 
JSfeet  in  equity,  iwofokl, 

1.  To  give  title  to  easement,  65. 

by  company,  69. 
by  infant,  69. 
by  reversioner,  69. 
what  amounts  to,  67. 

2.  To  prevent  Court  from  aiding  enforcement  of  right,  611. 

what  amounts  to,  558. 
Efeet  of,  at  law, 

in  acts  adverse  to  the  existence  of  easements,  31,  46,  519,  568. 

what  amounts  to,  558. 
in  interruption  of  enjoyment,  under  Prescription  Act,  206,  234. 

ACQUIRED  EASEMENTS 
in  running  water,  239. 
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ACQUISITION  OF  EASEMENTS,  29  ^  teq.    See  Gbast  ;  FfiBBGBiFTnnr. 
by  grant,  oonstructive,  65. 
express,  30,  77. 
in  equity,  63. 

may  be  by  agreement  without  deed,  63. 
must  be  under  seal  at  oonmion  law,  30,  49  et  eeq. 
except  in  case  of  oo-paroeners,  30. 
'  implied.  111. 

by  aoquiesoenoe,  66. 

of  continuous  and  apparent  easements,  115. 
of  ways,  137. 

on  disposition  by  will,  126,  146,  153,  154. 
lost,  191. 

not  put  an  end  to  by  Pteeoription  Act,  199. 
title  may  be  obtained  by,  after  twenty  years'  enjoyment, 
191,  192,  197,  225. 
by  parol  agreement, 
at  law,  30. 

revocable,  31,  48. 

but  reasonable   notice  of   reyocation   must  be 
g^yen,  63. 
in  equity,  63. 
by  prescription,  185. 

duration  of  enjoyment  necessary  for,  before  the  Prescription  Act, 

188. 
since  the  Prescription  Act, 
199. 
ACT  OF  GOD, 

action  does  not  lie  for  consequence  of,  466. 

ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT.    See  Statdtb. 

ACT  OF  PERCEPTION, 

whether  required  for  acquisition  of  right  to  water,  248. 

ACTION.    See  Ducaqes;  Distubbanob;  iNJTTNonozr;  NaaLzoBVOB;  Sttb- 

TBBBAinSAK  WaTEB. 

by  reversioner,  215,  582. 

pleading  in,  596. 
does  not  lie  for  damage  without  injury,  416. 
for  disturbance  of  easement,  569. 

agfainst  maintainor  of  nuisance,  588. 

landlord,  589. 
by  reversioner,  582. 

pleading  in,  596. 
by  several  with  common  interest,  588. 
notice,  when  must  be  given  before,  588. 
parties  to, 

defendant,  588. 
plaintiff,  581. 
pleadings,  593. 
lies  for  infringement  of  right,  though  no  actual  damage,  249. 

to  support,  notwithstanding  modem  build- 
ings, when,  374,  403. 
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AiJnOlif— continued. 

lies  for  injury  aooidentallj  oooasioned  in  doing  a  lawful  aot,  when,  415. 
n^ligenoe  in  fact,  when,  416. 
law  always,  414. 
trespass  in  respect  of  support,  whether,  397. 
on  the  ease,  pleading  right  under  Prescription  Act,  206. 
what  interest  in  dominant  tenement  neoessary  or  sufficient  for  injunction, 

602. 
who  may  be  sued,  688. 
who  may  sue^  581,  602. 

ACTUS,  346. 

ATFIRMATiyE  EASEMENTS,  22. 

acquisition  of,  may  be  resisted  by  action,  22,  397. 

instances  of,  23. 

whether  right  to  support  is,  397. 

AGBEEMENT 

enforced  by  injunction,  600. 

not  under  seal,  is  parol  though  written,  520. 

under  seal.    Se0  Gbant. 

▼alid  though  not  under  seal,  63. 

not  in  writing,  if  executed  or  acted  upon,  63. 

AIR.    See  Lioht. 

conmion  law  respecting,  same  as  that  respecting  light,  338. 
easement  of,  338. 

need  not  flow  through  defined  channel  over  servient  tenement,  343. 
not  to  be  always  coupled  with  light,  604. 
right  not  to  have  air  polluted  not  an  easement,  343. 
right  to  free  passage  of,  to  windmill,  338. 

to  windows,  341. 

ALTERATION  OF  DOMINANT  TENEMENT.     See  Enoboaohicbnt  ; 

EXTINOITIBHXENT. 

effect  of,  during  period  of  prescription,  204,  527. 

in  working  extinguishment  of  easement,  501,  621,  528,  649, 554. 

on  right  of  way,  357,  498. 
encroachment,  by,  528. 
for  purpose  of  rebuilding,  502. 
increasing  burden  on  serrient  tenement  by,  501. 
in  mode  of  enjoyment  of  easement  does  not  defeat  the  right,  502,  535. 
legal  inference  that  owner  intends  to  preserve  rights  on,  527. 
permanent,  effect  of,  521,  549,  554. 
restoration  after,  effect  of,  554. 

ALTERATION  OP  PLANE  OP  WINDOW, 
effect  of,  649. 

AMEBIGA, 

law  of,  as  to  light,  6,  337. 

loss  of  right  of  way  by  non-user,  558. 
repair  of  upper  and  lower  stories,  479. 
support,  6,  404,  479. 
watercourses,  239,  505. 


616  INDEX. 

ANOIEKT  LIGHTS.    See  Liobt. 

ANGLE  OF  FORTY-FIVE  DEGREES,  329. 
no  hard  and  fast  rale,  331. 
provifiionB  of  Metropolis  Management,  &c.  Act  with  regard  to,  829. 

ANIMALS, 

dangerous,  when  damage  by,  actionable,  427,  468,  470. 
liability  for  enticing  animalH  on  to  land  and  injuring,  467. 

APERTURE, 

defines  access  of  light  under  s.  8  of  Fkeeoription  Act,  204. 

required  for  acquisition  of  easement  of  air,  339. 

light,  316. 
skylight  is  sufficient,  317. 

a  "  window,"  206. 

APPARENT  AND  NON-APPARENT, 
division  of  easements  into,  25. 

*'  APPERTAINING  AND  BELONGING," 
construction  of,  87. 
conveyance  includes  easements,  &o.  since  Conveyancing  Act,  1881 . .  83. 

APPROPRIATION.    ^  WATKBOcnmsB  ;^oht. 

first,  does  not  confer  right  in  excess  of  natural  right,  242. 

right  to  flow  of  stream  in  its  natural  course,  independent  of,  244,  272. 

to  confer  right  in  excess  of  natural  right, 

1.  Must  be  continued  for  period  sufficient  to  create  easement,  276. 

2.  Must  actually  affect  others  during  that  period,  276. 

of  artificial  and  temporary  watercourse  confers  no  right  to  continnMice 
of  it,  296,  301,  309. 

APPURTENANCES, 

effect  of  express  grant  of,  83,  87,  103. 

pass  on  conveyance  of  tenement  to  which  they  appertain,  83. 

severance  of  dominant  tenement,  86. 
right  unconnected  with  enjoyment  of  land  cannot  be  appurtenant  to 
land,  16. 

ARTIFICIAL  WATERCOURSE,  296. 

repair  of,  falls  on  dominant  owner,  476,  489,  609. 

right  to  discharge  or  receive  water  by,  may  be  acquired  by  enjoyment, 

296. 
rights  of  riparian  owners  on,  may  be  same  as  on  natural  stream,  296, 310. 

ARTIFICIAL  WORKS, 

repair  of,  falls  on  dominant  owner,  476,  609. 

AS  OF  RIGHT, 

enjoyment  must  be,  206,  207,  229. 

gate  kept  locked  will  not  prevent  user  of  right  of  way  being,  233. 

pleading  must  state  enjoyment  to  have  been,  when,  207,  694. 

ASPHALTUM, 

right  to  support  from,  294. 
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ASSIGNEE 

liaUe  for  oontinoazice  of  distorbanoe,  10. 

request  to,  to  remove  nuuaiioe  on  land,  when  required,  679. 

whether  bound  by  aoqnieecence  of  assignor,  69. 

ASSIGNMENT 

of  land  passes  its  easements,  83. 

if  of  part  of  land,  easements  apportioned,  86,  506. 

ASSIGNS, 

right  of  way  for,  extends  to  all  licensees,  367. 
who  indnded  in  term,  367,  368. 


BANE, 

parol  lioenoe  to  lower,  40. 

spoil,  right  to  make,  is  an  affirmative  easement,  23. 

BANES  SEPARATING  FIELDS, 
ownership  of,  464. 

BED  OP  RIVER, 

ownership  of,  239.  ^.. 

right  to  drive  pile  into,  is  an  affirmative  easement,  23. 

BEYOND  THE  SEAS, 

no  provision  in  Prescription  Act  for  person,  225. 

BOUNDARY  DITCHES,   FENCES,  TREES.     See  Dztoh^;  Fbnobb; 


BREWERY, 

nuisance  by,  453. 

BRIDGES, 

liabiliiy  to  repair,  noticed,  486,  487. 
licence  to  build,  33. 

BRINE 

may  be  abstracted  by  operations  on  adjoining  land,  291. 
subsidence  caused  by  pumping,  291. 

BUILDING, 

badly  constructed,  whether  entitled  to  support,  404. 

effect  of  grant  for  purpose  of,  13,  113. 

entitled  to  support  must  be  kept  in  repair,  403. 

increase  of  weight  of  land  by,  effect  of,  on  natural  right  of  support,  374, 

403. 
no  natural  right  to  support  of  land  burdened  with,  387  et  eeq. 

of,  from  other  buildings,  405  et  eeq, 
pulling  down  to  repair  or  rebuild  does  not  involve  loss  of  easements,  502, 
521  ^  8eq,f  549  et  »eq, 
nor  prevent  Prescription  Act  continuing  to  run,  527. 
right  to  support  for,  acquired  by  twenty  years'  enjoyment,  391 ,  402, 406. 
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BXJILDma^eontinmd. 

right  to  support  for,  hy  adjacent  land,  none  at  oommon  law,  887. 

by  adjoining  building,  169,  406  $t  aeq. 
by  grant  of  land  with  bnildingB  erected,  or  for 
purpose  of  boilding,  113,  393. 
snpport  of,  by  adjacent  land,  can  be  acquired  by  preaoiiption,  391,  402, 

406. 
none  at  common  law,  387  et  ttq, 
by  building,  acquired  by  prescription,  406. 
no  natural  right,  406  st  teq. 
water  supporting,  no  right  to  continuanoe  of,  298,  378. 

BUILDING  ACT, 

effect  on  easements,  616. 
party  walls,  464. 
windows,  329,  616. 

BUILDINa  LAND, 

effect  of  description  as,  on  easement  of  light,  86. 

BURDEN 

on  servient  tenement  must  not  be  iiicreased,  403,  404,  496,  498,  601,  607» 
628  et  80q,,  637,  648  et  ieq,^  666  et  teq, 

BUBIAL, 

right  to  bury  in  another's  yault  is  an  easement,  24. 

can  be  created  by  deed  only,  39. 

OANAL, 

acquiescence  in  water  being  taken  from,  72,  76. 

adyerse  right  to  water  of,  contrary  to  use  to  which  water  is  appropriated 

by  statute,  192. 
diversion  of  water  for,  309. 

right  of  persons  licensed  by  owners  of,  to  take  water,  311. 
right  to  support  for,  114,  386. 

OABE  BEQUIBED  IN  ABATING,  417,  678. 

CASE, 

action  of,  692. 

upon,  pleading  right  under  Prescription  Act,  206. 

CATTLE.    See  Fbngbs. 

damage  to,  through  want  of  repair  of  fence,  467,  468. 

pasturing,  17. 

trespass  of,  48,  63,  466,  468. 

CAUSE  OF  EASEMENTS 
must  be  perpetual,  18. 

CELLAR  FLAP  IN  HIGHWAY, 
nuisance  by,  432. 

CESSATION  OF  ENJOYMENT,  620  et  seq.,  666  el  eeq.    See  Exubouish- 

XBNT. 
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CHALK  BUKNING, 
muBanoe  by,  448. 

CHANNEL  FOR  WATEECOURSE, 
most  be  defined,  278. 

CHURCH, 

way  to,  344. 

a  way  of  necessity,  171. 

CLAM, 

easement  cannot  be  aoqnired  by  secret  user,  231,  405,  411. 

CLOTHES, 

easement  to  bang,  24. 

COALS, 

licence  to  stack,  48,  56, 

COLLIERY.    See  Mxhb. 

COMING  TO  NUISANCE,  441. 
doctrine  now  exploded,  462. 

COMMON, 

ligbt  of,  bow  acquired  xmder  Prescription  Act,  200. 
in  gross,  17. 

COMMON  ENEMY, 
tbe  sea  Ib,  430. 

COMMON  LAW, 

grant  of  easements  at,  77. 
prescription  at,  188. 

not  superseded  by  Prescription  Act,  199,  563. 
release  of  easement  at,  512. 
rigbt  by,  easement  distingxdsbed  from,  6. 
support,  no  rigbt  to,  for  buildings  at,  387. 
rigbt  to,  for  soil  at,  372. 

at,  not  taken  away  by  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847 . . 
382. 

COMPANY 

bound  by  acquiescence,  69,  73. 

COMPENSATION 

for  easements,  under  Lands  Clauses  or  Railways  Clauses  Act,  514. 
for  mines,  by  canals  and  railways,  384. 

CONNECTED  WITH  USE  OF  TENEMENT, 
easement  must  be,  15. 

CONSENT.    ^  AoQUiEsaBiroE ;  Lzgknoe. 

form  of,  under  tbe  Prescription  Act,  201,  203,  205. 

CONSIDERATION.    Sea  Licenoe. 

for  licence  does  not  affect  its  revooability  at  law,  60. 
necessary  in  equity,  63. 
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OONSTRUOTION 

of  instmmeiits  oreating  easements,  77  et  uq,^  357,  366,  499,  501. 

in  partioular  oases,  366. 

where  right  to  let  down  sorface  claimed,  876. 

of  words  **  appertaining  and  belonging,*'  87  et  teq,^  91  et  eeq, 

''nsed,  occapied,  and  enjoyed  therewith,"  88. 

of  desoxiption,  112,  113. 

CONSTfiUOnVE  GRANT  OF  EASEMENT, 
aoqoiesoenoe,  inferred  from,  65. 
extent  limited  bj  necessity,  70. 

CONSTRUCTIVE  NOTICE 

of  consent  or  agreement  under  Prescription  Act,  what  is,  201. 
of  restriotiYe  coyenants,  82. 

CONTENTIOUS  ENJOYMENT 
not**  as  of  right,"  229. 

CONTINUANCE.    See  Apfbopbiateon. 

of  disturbance  of  easement,  fresh  action  may  be  brought  for,  588. 

who  liable  for,  588. 
of  nuisance,  action  for,  against  whom,  589. 

damage  not  recoverable  for  expectation  of,  573. 

CONTINUOUS  AND  APPARENT  EASEMENTS, 
definition  of,  25. 

implied  grant  of,  87,  111,  115,  137. 
meaning  of  continuous,  138. 

CONTINUOUS  AND  DISCONTINUOUS  EASEMENTS, 
easements  may  be  divided  into,  25. 

CONTRACT 

enforced  by  injunction,  600. 

for  grant  of  easement,  e£Pect  of,  in  equity,  68. 

for  sale,  effect  of,  on  doctrine  of  implied  grant,  128. 

implication  of  grant  is  subject  to,  13i. 

CONTRACTOR, 

liability  of  employer  for  acts  of,  589. 

CONVENIENCE 

of  locality  does  not  excuse  nuisance,  455  et  teq, 

CONVEYANCE, 

effect  of  abuttals  in,  112. 

description  of  grantee  in,  113. 
reference  to  mode  of  occapation  in,  108. 
purpose  of  g^ant  in,  113. 
of  dominant  tenknent,  easements  pass  on,  83. 
ol  two  tenements  simultaneously,  implied  g^rant  of  easements  on,  128. 
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CONVETANCINa  ACT,  1881, 

general  words  impHed  bj,  83,  103. 

oases  on  effect  of,  103  et  teq, 
grant  of  easements  "  used  and  enjoyed  "  implied  by,  103. 
mode  of  granting  easements  under,  77. 

GOPABOENEBS, 

esoeption  from  rule  tbat  things  in  grant  pass  only  by  deed,  30. 

COPYHOLD, 

custom  not  within  Prescription  Act,  200. 

immemorial  custom  may  be  proved  notwithstanding  P^resoription  Act, 
208. 

OORPOEEAL  PROPERTY, 

dominant  tenement  need  not  be,  11. 
easemeint  attaches  on,  9. 

COUNTY  COURT, 

jurisdiotion  in  cases  of  easement,  680. 

COVENANT, 

affirmatiye,  does  not  run  with  land  in  equity,  82. 
benefit  of,  when  enforceable  by  subsequent  purchaser,  82. 
burden  of,  does  not  run  with  land  at  law,  80. 

in  equity,  81. 
for  quiet  enjoyment,  effect  of,  85. 
may  operate  as  grant  of  easement,  80. 
running  with  land  resembles  easement,  80. 

CROWN 

not  bound  by  sect.  3  of  Prescription  Act,  204. 

CUJU8  EST  SOLUM  EJUS  EST  USQUE  AD  C(BZUM,  6,  276,  314. 

CUSTOM  OP  LONDON 
as  to  gutters,  117. 

as  to  lights,  no  justification  in  oases  under  the  IVescription  Act,  343. 
as  to  rebuilding  on  ancient  foundations,  343. 

CUSTOMARY  RIGHTS 

distingfdshed  from  easements,  8. 
iuBtanoflfl  of,  3. 

CUSTOMS, 

claims  by,  under  Prescription  Act,  200. 
easements  distinguished  from,  3. 
for  way  to  church,  344. 
instances  of,  3. 
must  be  reasonable,  4. 
to  let  down  surface,  376. 
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DAMAGE.    See  Action  ;  Mine  ;  Pabtees  to  AomoN ;  Suppobt  ;  Bevebbiovbb  ; 
Tbespasseb. 
defendant  building*  with  his  eyes  open  not  let  off  with,  610. 
if  muBt  follow,  though  has  not  yet,  abatement  justifiable,  674. 
in  doing  necessary  works,  dominant  owner  must  repair,  496. 
permanent,  required  to  support  action  by  reversioner,  682. 

quaref  as  to  continuance  of  separate  acts,  216,  682. 
preventible,  whether  actionable  if  caused  in  doing  legal  aot,  416. 
whether  necessary  to  maintain  suit,  244,  270. 
without  injury,  not  actionable,  416. 

DAMAGES 

for  breach  of  agreement  to  grant  licence,  63. 
in  lieu  of  injunction,  609. 

measure  of,  in  action  for  injury  to  reTersion,  586. 
undertaking  as  to,  606. 

DAM  IN  STREAM, 

for  purposes  of  miU  or  irrigation,  when  lawful,  244,  274. 
otherwise  requires  easement  to  justify  it,  274. 

DAMNUM  ABSQUE  INJURIA, 
not  actionable,  416. 

DANGER, 

when  will  justify  abatement,  674. 

DANGEROUS  INSTRUMENTS  AND  GOODS.    See  Andcau. 

for  protection  of  premises,  ground  of  liability  for  injury  by,  427|  468, 470. 

DECREASE 

in  size  of  window,  effect  of,  601,  647. 

DEED.    /5^  AoEEBMBNT ;  Gbant. 

equitable  right  to  easement  may  be  acquired  without,  63. 
required  for  g^rant  of  easement  at  law,  SO,  49,  61. 

except  in  case  of  coparceners,  30. 

for  release  of  easement  at  law,  642. 
Scotland,  easement  can  be  created  without  deed  in,  30.* 

DEFECT  IN  TITLE, 
easement  is,  6. 

DEFEa^^CE,  696. 

DEFINITE, 

channel  or  watercourse  must  be,  273. 
enjoyment  of  easen&nt  must  be,  236. 

DEFINITION  OF  EASEMENT,  8. 

DEROGATING  FROM  GRANT, 

rule  against,  17,  108,  112,  167,  293,  343,  383,  482. 

applies,  although  tenement  in  lease  or  mortgage,  126,  127,  343. 
where  intention  appears  from  abuttals  in  oonyeyanoe,  112. 

from  deeoiiption  of  grantee,  113. 
from  pnzpose  of  grant,  113. 
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BEROGATINa  FROM  (mANT^-cantimi^. 

role  against,  goyemed  by  intention  and  oiroomstances,  134. 
no  implied  reservation  on  principle  of,  167. 
where  grant  made  for  express  purpose,  113,  293,  393,  482. 
bnildings  alreadj  erected,  393. 

DESGRIFTIOK  OF  GRANTEE, 
effect  of,  in  creating  easement,  113. 

DESTINATION  LU  PiUE  BE  FAMILLE,  HI. 

DESTRUCTION  OF  DOMINANT  TENEMENT 

for  purpose  of  rebuilding,  effect  of,  502,  521  et  seq.,  549  et  teq. 
permanent,  effect  of,  521,  549,  554. 

DEVIATION, 

right  to  deviate  from  way,  when,  490. 

DEVISE, 

when  grant  of  oontinuons  and  apparent  easements  implied  in,  134. 
when  right  of  way  implied  ia,  145,  146,  154. 

DIRECTION 

of  way,  by  whom  determined,  510. 
of  way  of  necessity,  182. 

DISABILITIES, 

provision  for,  under  F^resoription  Act,  210,  224,  227. 

DISCHARGE 

of  rain  water,  right  of,  23. 

of  ronning  water,  right  of,  274. 

not  bound  to  continue,  of  artificial  stream,  296. 

DISCLAIMER 

of  easement,  effect  of,  562. 

DISCONTINUOnS  EASEMENTS, 
definition  of,  25. 

DISPOSITION 

of  owner  of  two  tenements,  its  effect  as  to  easements.  111  ^  $eq. 

its  effect  where  disposition  by  will,  126, 134, 

146,  153,  154. 
its  effect  where  tenements  in  lease  or  mort- 
gage, 126,  127.    . 
manner  of  pleading,  595. 

DISTURBANCE  OF  EASEMENTS,  569  et  uq.    See  Daillob  ;   Rsvbb- 

flXOVBR. 

abatement  of,  576. 

when  notice  must  be  g^ven  before,  578. 
action  for,  569,  580. 

when  disturbance  is  continuing,  588. 

when  notice  must  be  given  before,  588. 
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BISTURBANCE  OF  'EASEWSSTB^eontimted. 

distinction  between  action  for,  and  for  noiaance,  569 

imminent  danger  of,  may  be  restrainedi  674. 

injury  must  be  substantiali  570. 

injury  must  haTe  aoorued,  578. 

ligpht,  test  in  case  of  obstruction  of,  671. 

quia  timet,  action  for,  574. 

remedies  for,  676  et  seq. 

by  act  of  party,  576.    See  Abatsxent  ;  Hwpatb. 

by  action,  580.    See  Aohon  ;  Injttnotion. 
when  notice  must  be  giyen  before,  588. 
■Ught  interference  by  plaintiff  no  answer  to  action  for,  573. 
test  in  case  of  obstruction  of  light,  571. 
total  obstruction  not  necessary  to  constitute,  670. 
what  amounts  to,  669. 

DITCH 

separating  fields,  owneirship  of,  464. 

DIVERSION  OF  STREAM, 

artificial,  rights  of  riparian  owners  on,  296,  310. 

artificial  stream  may  be  diverted  where  grant  not  by  deed,  33. 

for  improvement  of  channel  does  not  affect  natural  right  to  the  water, 

603,  637. 
for  purposes  of  mill  or  irrigation,  when  lawful,  246,  217. 
no  right  to  continuance  of,  309. 
requires  easement  to  justify,  274. 

DIVISIBILnT  OF  EASEMENTS 

on  severance  of  dominant  tenement,  86,  606. 

DOMINANT  TENEMENT, 

alteration  of,  effect  of,  601  et  teq.,  628  et  »eq,,  649  et  eeq, 
definition  of,  2. 

easement  must  be  connected  with  use  of,  16,  17. 
easements  divisible  on  severance  of,  86,  506. 

but  burden  on  servient  tenement  must  not  be  increased,  607. 
easements  pass  on  conveyance  of,  83. 
must  belong  to  different  owner  to  servient  tenement,  17. 
need  not  have  been  actually  acquired  at  date  of  instrument  creating 

easement,  13,  18. 
owner  of,  bound  to  repair  artificial  works,  476,  509. 

damage  done  in  doing  necessary  works,  496. 
has  right  of  repair,  488,  492,  496. 
may  not  extend  his  easement,  498.     See  Bxtbdbh. 
pulling  down  for  purpose  of  rebuilding,  602. 
severance  of,  effect  of,  86,  606. 
what  is,  2. 

DOOR, 

closing  of,  not  an  abandonment  of  way,  660. 
whether  a  sign  apparent  of  an  easement,  26,  161,  166. 
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BRAIN.    See  Hottbs. 

abstraotiiig  water  on  adjoining  land  by,  not  actionable,  291. 

implied  grant  and  reaerration  of,  upon  severance  of  honse  from  adjacent 

property,  118,  158,  166. 
no  right  to  compel  oontinaance  of  flow  of  water  from,  308. 
opening  drain  on  own  land  into  another's  sewer  there,  action  for,  571. 
right  to  deepen,  493. 

make  a  drain  must  be  granted  by  deed,  36. 
who  liable  for  nuisance  from,  589. 

DURATION  OF  EASEMENT 
by  implied  grant,  127. 
by  necessity,  178. 


EASEMENTS, 

acquisition  of.     See  AoaunznoR  of  Easskemts;    Dbeooating  fbox 
Gbant  ;  Gbastt  ;  PBasoBiPTioir. 
by  express  grant,  29  et  teq, 

1.  At  law,  30  et  eeq.,  77  et  eeq. 

2.  In  equity,  63. 

by  implied  grants  111  et  eeg, 

1.  Of  continuous  and  apparent  easements,  115  ^t  seg, 

on  disposition  by  will,  126. 

2.  Of  ways,  137  et  teq, 

on  disposition  by  will,  146,  153,  154. 

3.  Of  easements  of  necessity,  171  et  teq. 

by  imputed  or  construotiTe  grant,  65  et  »eq,y  111,  115  et  seq.,  137 
et  aeq, 
limited  by  necessity,  70. 
by  lost  grant,  191. 

may  be  for  lees  than  fee  simple  interest,  225. 
eeeut  under  Prescription  Act,  225. 
by  prescription, 

at  common  law,  188  et  teq. 
under  the  Prescription  Act,  200  et  teq, 
from  whom  they  may  be  acquired,  29,  214,  225.    And  tee  Railway 
Co. ;  RivBBSioinsB ;  Tenast  fob  Lifb,  &o. 
olaasification  of,  affirmative  and  negative,  22,  397. 

apparent  and  non-apparent,  25. 
continuops  and  discontinuous,  25,  115. 
deed  necessary  for  grant  of,  80. 
defect  in  title,  6. 
definition  of,  8. 

distinguished  from  common  law  rights,  5. 

customary  rights,  3. 
licences,  2. 
obligations,  2. 
prqfitt  i^  prendre  J  1,  10. 
disturbance  of,  remedies  for,  576  et  teq.    See  Dibtuebavoi  of  Easskeitis. 

what  is,  569  et  teq. 
divisibility  of,  on  severance  of  dominant  tenement,  86,  506. 

0.  40 


626  INDEX. 

EABEKEan!^— continued, 

dominant  tenement,  most  be  connected  with,  16. 

need  not  have  been  aotnallj  acquired  at  date  of 
grant,  13,  18. 
enjoyment,  alteration  in  mode  of,  does  not  defeat  easement,  502,  535. 
equitable  right  to,  may  be  acquired  without  deed,  63. 
essential  qualities  of,  8. 
exchange  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  grant  or  reservation  of  easement  on, 

29. 
express  g^nt  of,  may  exclude  sernent  owner  from  participation,  498. 
extent  of,  498. 

extinguishment  of.    See  ExTnrouiSHinsNT. 
by  express  release,  612  ei  seg, 

1.  By  deed,  512. 

2.  By  licence  to  obstruct,  31,  47,  619. 

3.  By  statute,  512. 

General  Indosure  Act,  513. 
Inclosure  Act  of  1845.  .514. 
Lands  and  Railways  dauaes  Acts,  514. 
Settled  Land  Acts,  515. 
by  implied  release,  516  et  teq. 

1.  By  merger,  180,  516. 

by  statutory  title,  519. 

2.  By  non-user,  521,  526,  556. 

3.  By  alteration  of  dominant  tenement,  501,  528,  549.    See 
Altsbation  of  Doxinamt  Tbnucbot. 

house  about  to  be  built,  grant  for,  13. 

incidents  of,  475  et  teq, 

incorporeal  hereditament,  whether  easement  can  be  attached  to,  1 1 . 

in  gross,  14. 

cannot  be  acquired  under  Prescription  Act,  207. 
instances  of  affirmative,  23. 

negative,  24. 
kinds  of,  22.    See  Am ;  LiaHT ;  NuiaAKOB;  FfiospxcT ;  Support;  Wateb; 

Watbbooubsb;  Wat. 
**  land  "  within  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  9. 
licence,  easement  distinguished  from,  2. 

effect  of,  31,  47. 

revocable,  31,  58. 
obligation  of,  attaches  on  servient  tenement,  9. 
orig^  of,  27. 

partition  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  g^rant  a  reservation  of  easements  on,  29. 
pleading  of,  593. 
qualities  of,  8  et  seq, 

1.  Licorporeal,  8. 

2.  Imposed  on  property,  not  persons,  9. 

3.  Confer  no  right  to  profits,  10. 

4.  Imposed  for  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  real  property,  10. 

corporeal  or  incorporeal,  11. 

in  g^ross,  14. 
6.  Two  tenements,  dominant  and  servient,  17. 
6.  By  civil  law  causes  of,  must  be  perpetual,  18. 
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ISUiSEMIES'rB-eMtinued. 
release  of  y 

express,  by  deed,  542. 

by  lioence,  31,  47. 
by  statute,  542. 
implied,  hy  alteration  of  dominant  tenement,  502,  521  ^  seq, 
by  merger,  180. 
by  non-nser,  520  et  teg.,  556. 
secondary,  492. 
severance  of  dominant  tenement,  easements  attach  to  severed  portions  on, 

86,  506. 
spurioas,  to  compel  servient  owner  to  repair,  477  fit  *eq.    See  Fabtt 

Walls  and  Fences. 
subjects  of,  22.  SeeAi&;  Light;  Nuisance;  Peosfsct;  Sxtffobt;  Wateb; 

Watebooubsb;  Way. 
tenant  for  life,  powers  of,  with  respect  to,  29. 
tenements,  there  must  be  dominant  and  servient,  17. 
term  of,  whether  may  be  acquired  for  less  than  fee  simple  iaterest,  214, 

225. 
to  let  down  soil,  374. 

cannot  be  acquired  by  custom,  375. 
grant  of  minerals  not  enough,  376. 
how  granted,  376. 

whether  can  be  acquired  by  prescription,  375. 
VKgne  gnnt  of,  how  assigned,  510. 

EAVES, 

easement  for,  276. 

not  lost  by  raising  roof,  537. 
over  neighbour's  land,  may  be  abated  before  actual  damage,  574. 

EMPLOYER, 

when  liable  for  acts  of  contractor,  589. 

ENCROACHMENT, 

care  required  in  removing,  417. 
loss  of  easement  by,  528,  537,  553. 

when  tenement  altered,  529,  554.    See  Ai.tebation  of  DoxinanT 
Tensxbnt. 
restoration  of  dominant, tenement  after,  effect  of,  554. 

ENJOYMENT  TO  CONFER  EASEMENT, 

against  whom  it  must  be  had,  217.    ^nd  see  Idiot  ;  Infant  ;  Mabbied 

WouAN ;  Revbbsioneb  ;  Tenant  fob  Life,  &c. 
by  one  tenant  against  another  holding  of  the  same  landlord,  203. 
effect  of  cessation  of,  527. 
extent  and  mode  of,  200,  205,  498. 
for  whose  benefit  it  enures,  227. 
how  commencing,  40. 
light,  in  case  of,  317. 
must  be  uninterrupted,  186. 

capable  of  interruption,  236. 
definite,  235. 
must  continue  down  to  action,  when,  202,  205. 

40  (2) 
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ENJOYMENT  TO  CONFER  EASEMENT— «>»^m««f. 

must  not  be  extended,  498. 

need  not  be  under  proper  claim  of  righti  200. 

not  necessarj  to  confer  natural  right,  248. 

of  prospect,  confers  no  right,  335. 

of  water  percolating  underground  confers  no  right,  277  et  aeq.^  291. 

Prescription  Act,  under,  200  et  »eq. 

qualities  of,  peaceable,  open,  and  as  of  right,  228. 

ways,  in  oases  of,  186. 

what  amounts  to  an  interruption  of, 

at  common  law,  228. 

by  the  statute,  206,  229,  234. 

ENLABGEMENT 

of  window,  effect  of,  529  et  seq,,  546. 

EQurrr, 

acquisition  of  easement  by  agreement  in,  63. 

acquiescefice  in,  65. 
fusion  of,  with  L&w,  30,  580,  599. 
release  of  easements  may  be  by  agreement  in,  512. 

ESCAPE 

of  water,  &c.  and  dangerous  substances,  liability  for,  470. 

ESSENTIAL  QUALITIES  OF  EASEMENTS,  8. 

EVIDENCE 

as  to  extent  and  nature  of  easement,  when  admissible,  78. 
of  larger  easement  will  prove  a  less  one,  353. 

as  to  rights  of  way,  352. 
of  right  as  against  reversioner,  215,  220,  221,  582,  587. 

EXCAVATION.    See'Prr. 

effect  of,  on  right  to  support,  373;  403. 

EXCESSIVE  USER,  498,  528  et  seq.,  566  et  seq. 

EXPERT, 

reference  to,  604. 

EXPRESS  GRANT.     See  Gbant. 

construction  of  instrument,  77,  80,  88. 
deed  necessary  for,  30,  49,  51. 
deed  not  necessary  for,  in  Scotland,  30. 
extent  and  mode  of  enjoyment  where  there  is,  498. 
of  appurtenances,  effect  of,  83,  87,  103. 

of  easements  by  words  *' appertaining  and  belonging,"    ''used  and 

enjoyed,"  Ac,  87. 
referring  to  occupation,  108. 

EXTENSION  OF  ENJOYMENT,  498  et  wq. 

EXTENT  OF  EASEMENTS,  498  et  seq. 
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EXTINGUISHMENT  OP  EASEMENTS,  512  et  seq, 

hy  alteration  of  dominant  tenement,  498  ^  teq,,  528,  549.    Se$  Ai^xba- 

TZOZr  OF  DOIONANT  TSNElfXNT. 

hy  express  release, 

at  law,  must  be  nnder  seal,  512. 

by  parol  licence,  31,  47,  520. 

in  equity,  need  not  be  nnder  seal,  512. 

statutes  operate  as  express  release,  512. 

under  Settled  Land  Act,  515. 
by  implied  release,  bl6  et  teq. 

1.  By  merger,  18,  156,  180,  516.     See  Umitt. 

by  Act  of  Parliament,  512,  519. 

General  Inoloeure  Act,  1801 .  .613. 

Inolosure  Act,  1845.  .514. 

Lands  and  Railways  Clauses  Acts,  514. 
only  where  the  estate  in  both  is  of  an  equally  perdurable 

nature,  516. 
unless  this  be  the  case  the  easement  is  suspended  only,  516. 
whether  unity  of  aeiiin  is  sufficient  without  unity  of  possession, 

518. 

2.  By  necessity,  519. 

easement  put  an  end  to  by  licence  given  to  servient  owner  to  do 
some  act  inconsistent  with  the  enjoyment  of  it,  31,  47,  519. 

3.  By  cessation  of  enjoyment,  520,  556. 

alteration  of  temporary  nature,  as  for  purpose  of  rebuilding  not 

sufficient,  502,  521,  549. 
dyil  law  required  some  act  to  be  done  by  the  servient  owner 
while  such  altered  status  continued,  527. 
qu€ere  if  necessary  in  English  law,  528. 
intention  to  relinquish  necessary,  526,  556. 
legal  inference  that  dominant  owner  intends  to  preserve  rights, 

527. 
material  question — ^is  it  the  intention  of  the  dominant  owner  to 

renounce  his  right  P  526,  556. 
on  encroachment,  528,  563.     See  Alteration  of  DoMurAMT 

Tbrxmszit;  ENGBOAomasNT. 
owner  of  dominant  tenement  must  acquiesce  to  render  such 

cessation  valid,  520. 
permanent  alteration  of  dominant  tenement  evinces  intention  to 
abandon  right,  521. 
whether  enough  to  extinguish  it,  521,  527,  549,  554. 
Prescription  Act  does  not  in  terms  apply  to,  520. 

EXTRAORDINARY  AMOUNT  OP  LIGHT, 
daim  to,  332. 


FACIA, 

easement  to  use,  24. 

FEME  COVEET, 

disability  of,  under  Prescription  Act,  224. 
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FENCES.    See  Hedoeb  ;  Hiohwatb  ;  Fit. 

oommon  law  liability  to  keep  in  one's  own  oattle,  465. 
easement  to  keep  in  repair,  as  against  cattle  of  neighbour,  465. 
General  Inclosure  AA,  1845,  provisions  of,  as  to,  467. 
liability  for  enticing  animals  on  to  land  and  injuring,  467. 
ownership  of,  464. 

FISH, 

obstruction  of,  in  river,  272. 
right  to,  a  profit  d  prendre,  1,  2. 

quare  whether  within  Froscription  Act,  200. 

FLAF  TO  CELLAR, 

damage  by  fall  of,  when  actionable,  432. 

FORCIBLE  ENJOYMENT 

will  not  confer  easement,  229. 

FORGE, 

nuisance  from,  parol  licence  will  not  justify,  39. 

FORM  OF  GRANT  OF  EASEMENT,  77. 

FORMED  ROAD, 

whether  required,  that  way  may  pass  by  implied  grant,  102. 

FORTY-FIVE  DEGREES, 
rule  as  to  angle  of,  329. 

fair  working  rule  only,  331. 
FOULING 
of  air,  342. 
of  natural  stream, 

actionable,  310,  312. 
right  of  licensee  in  respect  of,  311. 
right  of,  may  be  acquired,  124,  275,  311,  439,  440. 
of  percolating  water,  actionable,  295. 

FOUNDATIONS.    /Sm Houses;  Suppobt. 

digging  so  as  to  let  down  adjoining  house,  419. 

FOUNDROUS, 

right  to  deviate  if  way  becomes,  490. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF, 

effect  of,  on  agreement  for  easement,  57,  65. 
licence  to  use  land  not  within,  2. 

FRUIT  TREES, 

interference  with,  by  overhanging  trees  on  adjoining  premises  actionable, 

474. 
right  to  nail  to  wall  is  an  affirmatiye  easement,  24. 

G  ATE.    See  Abitkxsht. 
abatement  of,  579. 

locking  a,  across  way,  action  for,  by  reversioner,  585. 
may  not  be  made  across  a  private  way,  507,  570. 
right  of  way  may  be  acquired  although  gate  kept  looked,  233. 


IND£X.  631 

GENERAL  WORDS, 

"appertaining,  belonging,*'  &o.,  87,  91. 
implied  by  ConTejanoing  Act,  83»'103. 
'*  used,  oooapied  and  enjoyed,"  88. 

GLAZED  TILES 

no  defence  in  action  for  obscnring  windows,  335. 

GRANT.    Se$  Dbbooatxno  fbox  Gbuit. 

diflttngniflbed  from  licence,  2,  80,  47,  49,  51. 

grantor  may  not  derogate  from,  108,  112,  113,  157,  293,  383,  393,  482. 

lost,  doctrine  of,  191. 

of  appurtenances,  effect  of,  83,  87,  103. 

of  easement, 

eorutnwtive,  by  acquiescence,  65. 
is  limited  by  necessity,  70. 
what  amounts  to  acquiescence,  67. 
expreUf 

constmction  of  instrument,  77,  78. 
coYcnant  may  operate  as,  80. 
deed  necessary  for,  at  common  law,  30,  49,  51. 
form  of,  at  common  law,  77,  80. 

under  Conveyancing  Act,  77. 
under  Statute  of  Uses,  77. 
of   easements,   *' appertaining   and    belonging,*'   *<used  and 

enjoyed,"  &c.,  87. 
whether  doses  must  have  been  divided  before 

severance,  102. 
whether  formed  track  necessary,  102. 
by  reference  to  occupation,  108. 
construction  of,  88. 
implied^ 

by  rule  against  derogation  from  grant,  112  ^^  teq.    See  Dsbo- 

OATnra  tbox  Gbjlht. 
of  continaous  and  apparent  easements  upon  severance  of  owner- 
ship,  111,  \\b  et  uq. 
grant  implied  although  sale  is  by  mortgagee,  127. 
on  disposition  by  will,  126. 
of  ways,  \Z1  et  ieq.,  156. 

g^nt  implied  where  disposition  by  will,  146,  153,  154. 
on  simultaneous  sales,  128. 
under  Conveyancing  Act,  83,  103. 
where  one  tenement  in  lease,  126. 
where  sale  ia  by  mortgagee,  127. 
of  minerals, 

construction  of,  376. 
e£fect  of,  on  right  to  support,  375. 
of  tenement,  carries  easements,  83. 

for  special  purpose  as  for  building,  &c.,  implication  of 

grant  on,  18,  113,  293,  393. 
with  building^  erected  thereon,  393. 
what  words  sniBcient  to  pass  easements,  87. 
whether  negative  easement  lies  in^  80. 
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GROSS, 

easement  cannot  be  in,  14. 

presoription  for  right  in,  not  within  Preacription  Act,  207. 

HAYSTACK, 

licence  to  put,  46. 

HEAT, 

nuiaanoe  bj,  465,  460. 

HEATING  WATER 

of  natural  stream  actionable,  269. 

HEDGES.    See  Ebnobb. 

HEIGHT, 

not  to  build  beyond  a  certain  height  a  neg^tiye  easement,  25. 

HIGHWAY.    See  Nuisahob. 

dedication,  extent  presumed,  437. 

highway  rate,  exemption  from,  of  persons  liable  to  repair  raticne  tmwrm^ 

486. 
liability  to  repair  by  presoription  or  tenure,  486. 
not  an  easement,  15. 

repair,  no  right  to,  where  no  obligation  to,  488. 
rights  of  public  in,  15. 
rights  of  repairing,  488. 

HOUSE.    i90^  Abatehent  ;  BuiLDDro;  Suffokt. 

grant  of  land  for  purpose  of  building,  easements  implied  on,  13,  113. 
modem,  may  be  pulled  down  without  shoring  neighbour's,  418. 

and  without  giving  notice,  426. 
pulling  down  to  repair  does  not  inyolve  loss  of  easements,  602. 
to  be  built,  grant  of  easement  for,  13,  113. 


IDIOT, 

provision  in  Prescription  Act  with  regard  to  disability  of,  224. 

IMPASSABLE, 

right  to  deviate  if  way  becomes,  490. 

IMPLICATION  OF  SECONDARY  EASEMENTS,  492. 

IMPLIED  GRANT  OF  EASEMENTS, 
abuttals  in  the  conveyance,  from,  112. 
continuous  and  apparent.  111,  115,  137. 
description  of  the  grantee,  from,  113. 
duration  of,  127. 
how  pleaded,  595. 

is  subject  to  the  express  contract  and  surrounding  drcumstanoes,  134. 
on  ground  that  g^rantor  may  not  derogate  from  his  g^rant,  108,  112,  113, 

157,  293,  383,  393,  482. 
on  severance,  111,  125. 


r 
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IMPLIED  GRANT  OF  EASEMENTS— Mfi^iuMMf. 
anus  of  proving,  ia  on  party  claiming,  137. 
pnipose  of  the  grant,  from,  13,  118,  298,  398,  482. 
ways,  187. 
whare  one  tenement  in  lease,  126. 

is  oontracted  to  be  sold,  128. 
where  salee  dmoltaaeoiiB,  128. 
where  tenement  in  mortgage,  127. 

TM?T,TED  RESERVATION, 

none,  157. 

INCIDENTS  OF  EASEMENTS,  475. 

INGLOSURE  ACT, 
88  to  fencing,  467. 
extinguishment  of  easements  by,  518. 

INCORPOREAL  HEREDITAMENT, 
created  or  transferred  by  deed  only,  51. 
whether  easement  may  be  aooeesory  to  an,  11. 

INCREASE 

of  bnrden  of  easement,  effect  of,  404,  498,  601, 528  et  teq.,  537,  548,  566. 
of  size  of  window,  529,  546. 

INFANT, 

disability  of,  under  Prescription  Act,  224. 

effect  of  user  by,  227. 

may  be  bonnd  by  acquiescence,  69. 

INFRINGEMENT  OF  EASEMENT.    See  DnruBSAKOB. 

IN  GROSS, 

common,  right  of,  17. 

easement,  14. 

profit  dpreHdref  14,  207. 

INJUNCmON,  599  et  eeq.    See  Mjoisatobt  Injunotion. 
against  obstruction  to  light,  571,  602. 

form  of,  603. 
air,  to  protect,  only  granted  when  case  made,  604. 
as  to  effect  of  acquiescence,  69,  611. 
damages  in  lieu  of,  609. 
in  cases  of  contract,  600. 
danger,  574. 
inchoate  right  under  Ptoscription  Act  not  protected  by,  206. 
injury  must  be  substantial,  600,  601. 

or  continuous,  601. 
interest  in  premises  sui&cient  to  sustain  action  for,  582,  602. 
interlocutory,  605. 
laches  in  claiming,  611. 
mandatory,  607. 

against  defendant  building  after  notice,  610. 
m»y  be  granted  by  Common  Law  Conrt|  599. 
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INJUNCTION— rofi/tffutfrf. 

not  confined  to  oases  of  penonal  uuxmvenienoe,  602. 
not  granted  unless  injury  substantial,  600. 

when  injury  temporary,  601. 
public  nuisance,  individual  may  restrain,  by,  600. 
quia  timet,  574. 

undertaking  as  to  damages,  where  interlocutory  injunetion  granted,  606. 
when  granted,  699  et  s&q, 

mJUEIA, 

always  actionable,  270,  4U. 

damage  without,  never  actionable,  416. 

INSPECTION  BY  JUDGE,  606. 

INTEREST, 

licence  coupled  with,  irrevocable,  2,  31. 

what,  sufficient  to  sustain  action  for  distuibance,  682,  602. 

INTERFERENCE  WITH  EASEMENTS.    See  Dibtubbavcb. 
actionable,  when,  680. 

in  case  of  water,  270. 
plaintiff's  own  obstruction  no  answer  to  action  for,  573. 

INTERLOCITTORY  INJUNCTION, 
undertaking  as  to  damages,  606. 
when  gfranted,  605. 

INTERRUPTION.    -Siw  Plkawwo  ;  PBESCBipnoN, 
effect  of, 

1.  In  enjoyment  at  of  rights  186. 

2.  In  enjoyment  in  fact,  186. 

The  latter  also  of  two  kinds, 

1.  As  at  common  law,  187,  229. 

2.  Under  the  Prescription  Act,  206,  229,  234. 
enjoyment  must  be  capable  of,  236. 

for  more  than  a  year  before  action  brought  defeats  right,  199. 

IRRIGATION, 

when  rivers  may  be  used  for,  244,  272,  671. 

ITER,  346. 

JUS  SPATIANDI, 

not  known  to  law,  22. 

LACHES, 

effect  of,  in  equity,  611. 

LAND, 

covenants  running  with,  80. 

natural  right  to  support  for,  372. 

what  included  in  expression,  under  Conveyancing  Act,  86. 

LANDLORD.    See  Rbvusiohsb. 

when  liable  for  obstruction  by  tenant,  689. 


{ 


INDEX.  635 

LANDS  CLAUSES  ACT, 
oompensatioii  under,  514. 
limited  owner  lias  no  power  to  grant  easement  under,  29. 

LEASE, 

easements  appurtenant  pass  by,  83. 

implied  over  le88or*B  land,  126. 

not  over  land  subeequentlj  aoquiied  by  lessor,  127. 
where  other  tenement  in  lease,  126. 
effect  of  ooyenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  85. 

general  words  in  creating  easements,  87. 
effect  of,  on  doctrine  of  implied  grant,  126. 
exclusion  of,  term  of,  in  computing  time  under  Prescription  Act,  209, 

220,  222. 
of  mines,  effect  of,  on  right  to  support,  380. 

LEGALIZATION  OP  PETVATE  NUISANCE,  439. 

LENGTH  OF  TIME.    See  PBESCBiFnoN. 

L£X  NON  FA  VET  DELICATORUM  VOTIS,  462. 

LICENCE. 

cannot  create  an  easement,  31,  47. 

to  bury  in  particular  vault,  39. 

to  carry  on  noisy  trade,  39. 
damage  for  breach  of  ag^reement  to  g^nt,  63. 
disting^shed  from  easement,  2. 

grant,  2,  31,  49. 
executed,  to  do  act  of  a  permanent  kind,  may  extinguish  easement,  31, 

47,  519. 
grantee  of,  cannot  maintain  action  against  stranger,  2. 
nature  of,  52. 
not  assignable,  2. 

of  riparian  proprietor  gives  no  right  to  stream,  311. 
parol,  effect  of,  31. 

reasonable  notice  required  of  revocation  of,  31,  63. 
revocable,  31,  48,  62,  58. 
to  use  water,  effect  of,  311. 
whether  may  be  granted  without  a  deed,  discussed,  Z\  et  aeq, 

LIGHT,  314  etuq.    See  Axr  ;  Pbosfect. 
a  negative  easement,  24,  315. 
acquisition  of, 

by  acquiescence  and  encouragement,  65. 
by  agreement,  30,  63. 

at  law,  must  be  by  deed,  30. 
in  equity,  need  not  be  under  seal,  63. 
by  description  of  g^rantee,  113. 

by  general  words  implied  by  Conveyancing  Act,  84,  103  et  eeq, 
whether  notice  excludes,  107. 

reference  to  building  plan  excludes,  105,  107. 
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hlGKT^eofitintied. 

acqaisition  of— continued. 

bj  implication  of  grant  on  sale  of  hoase  with  window,  108, 115, 119, 
121,  123,  126. 
although  tenement  in  lease,  126. 
although  tenements  in  mortgage,  127. 
or  proposed  window,  128. 
or  sale  of  land  for  purpose  of  building,  113. 
not  by  implied  reservation,  157. 
mere  appropriation,  314. 
by  lost  grant  presumed  from  twenty  years'  existence  of  window,  192. 
by  prescription, 

at  common  law,  188. 

under  Prescription  Act,  204,  213,  218. 

acquired  absolutely  and  indefeasibly  by  twenty  years'  en- 
joyment eyen  though  tenements  in  lease,  204,  215, 
219,  220,  222,  227. 
Grown  not  bound  by  Act,  204. 
enjoyment  need  not  be  <<  as  of  right,"  204,  219. 
time  runs  notwithstanding  disability  of  seirient  owner,  204, 
219,  220,  222,  224. 
by  purpose  for  which  grant  made,  113. 
actual  user  not  requisite  for  acquisition  of,  317. 
America,  law  of,  as  to,  337. 
angle  of  forty-five  degrees,  rule  as  to,  329. 

no  hard  and  fast  rule,  331. 
aperture  required  for  acquisition  of,  316. 

skylight  is  sufBoient,  317. 
bad,  how  far  protected,  333. 

borrowed  light,  no  defence  to  offer  to  provide,  33d. 
custom  of  London  as  to,  343. 
distinguished  from  natural  rights,  6. 
extent  of  right  to,  S17  et  seq, 
extraordinary  amount  of,  no  claim  to,  332. 
glazed  tiles,  no  defence  to  offer  to  put  in,  335. 
lateral, 

no  natural  right  to,  314. 
proof  of  damage  to,  601. 
loss  of  right  to.    See  ExTiKOUZSHiasNT.    • 
by  acquiescing  in  obstruction  of,  47,  519. 
by  merger.    See  Mebosb. 

unity  of  possession,  119,  180,  516. 

of  seisin  without  possession,  not  sufficient,  518. 
by  taking  down  without  intention  to  rebuild,  521. 
or  blocking  up  window,  522. 
not  unless  adjoining  owner  acts,  527. 
effect  of  decrease  of  size  of  window,  547,  578. 
whether  house  may  be  restored  after,  555. 
right  not  lost  by  altering  situation  of  window,  528  et  seq.^  546. 
nor  by  altering  plane  of  window,  549. 
altering  use  of  room,  334,  502. 
enlarg^g,  546. 
under  Lands  Clauses  Acts,  514. 
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LIGHT— iWj/wiMdrf. 

no  implied  warranty  that  house  has  easement  of,  6. 
obstniotion  of, 

abatement  of,  577. 

death  of  plaintiff  in  action  for,  588. 

injunction  to  restrain,  when  granted,  601. 

must  amount  to  a  nuisance,  317  et  aeq.,  332,  547,  571. 

reversioner,  whether  may  sue  for,  682,  583,  584,  687.' 

slight  diminution  by  plaintiff  no  answer,  673. 

temporary;  602. 

test  of,  334,  571. 

when  damages  only  granted  for,  609. 

when  mandatory  injunction  granted  to  prevent,  607. 

whether  substitution  of  other  light  any  defence,  336. 

whether  tenant  of  house  may  be  sued  for,  689. 
other  light, 

no  answer  that  plaintiff  gets  additional,  835. 

whether  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  571. 
right  of  railway  company  to,  315. 
suspension  of  right  to,  517. 
what  amounts  to  actionable  obstruction,  571. 
when  house  unfurnished,  129. 

LIME  PIT 

may  be  a  nuisance,  463. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OP, 

when  time  beg^ins  to  run  in  cases  of  withdrawal  of  support,  413. 

LOCKS, 

right  to  open,  an  easement,  23. 

LONDON, 

cause  of  action  arising  in,  can  be  tried  in  Mayor's  Court,  581. 
custom  of,  as  to  gutters,  117. 

does  not  prevail  against  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  light,  343. 

to  rebuild  to  any  height  on  old  foundations,  343. 
party  waUs  in,  regulated  by  London  Building  Act,  1894.  .464. 

LORD  CAIRNS'  ACT,  608,  609. 

LOSS  OF  RIGHT.    See  ExTiNauiSHHENT. 

LOST  GRANT, 

doctrine  of,  191. 

evidence  admissible  to  rebut  presumption,  194,  195,  197. 

incapacity  to  grant  negatives,  197. 

objection  to,  198. 
easement  may  exist  for  less  than  fee  simple  interest  by,  225. 

aeeus  where  acquired  under  Prescription  Act,  226. 
may  be  presumed  against  landlord  in  favour  of  tenant,  227. 
pleading,  594,  595. 

presumption  made  where  state  of  affairs  otherwise  unexplained,  193. 
title  may  be  obtained  by,  after  twenty  years'  enjoyment,  191,  192,  197, 
225. 
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LUNATIC  OE  IDIOT, 
diBabUity  of,  224. 

LYING  BY, 
efleot  of,  66. 


MANDATORY  INJUNCTION, 
form  of,  608. 
when  granted,  607,  610. 

on  interlooutory  motion,  608. 

HAKEET,  16. 

way  to,  a  way  of  neoeesity,  171. 

HARRIED  WOMEN, 

provision  in  Preecription  Act  with  regard  to,  224. 

MAYOR'S  COURT, 
jnrifldiotion  of,  681. 

MEDIUM  FILUM  AQUJE, 

riparian  owner  entitled  to  soil  of  river  to,  239. 

MERGER, 

extingoishment  by,  when  owner  of  dominant  and  servient  tenements 

has  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  both,  of  an  equally  high  and  perdnrable 

nature,  18,  116,  180,  616. 
if  estates  not  in  fee  and  eqoallyhigh  and  perdurable,  easements  are 

suspended  only  and  revive  on  severance,  616. 
unity  of  seisin,  without  unity  of  possession,  is  not  sufficient  to  effect, 

618. 
ways  of  necessity,  whether  exting^uished  by,  180. 
whether  easements  extinguished  by,  revive  on  severance,  97,  116,  180, 

617,  619. 

METROPOLITAN  BUILDING  ACT.    See  Buxlukq  Aot. 

MILL.    See  Wa.tsboovbse. 

alteration  in  wheel,  effect  of,  636. 

MILL  DAM, 

when  it  may  be  pulled  down,  677. 

MILL  STREAM, 

easements  in  connection  with,  23,  24. 

MINE, 

Duty  of  mine  owner ^ 

(a)  Not  to  work  so  as  to  let  down  surface,  372  ef  seq. 

except  right  to  do  so  granted  or  reserved,  23,  80,  374  et  teg. 
by  grant,  374. 
by  lease,  380. 
by  statute,  383. 
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IDNE—coHiinued. 

Duty  ofmm$  oufMr— continued. 

(a)  Not  to  work  so  as  to  let  down  mxUMd— continued, 

right  to  let  down  smfaoe  not  acquired  by  custom,  375. 

nor  tfj  mere  grant  of  minerals,  876. 

whether  by  user,  quttre^  876. 
not  bonnd  to  continue  temporary  support,  as  to  keep  a  drowned 

mine  full  of  water,  292. 
nor  to  abstain  from  draining  underg^und  water,  293,  378. 
when  right  of  action  accroes  for  withdrawal  of  support,  874. 

(b)  As  to  houses  and  other  structures  on  surface  of  adjacent  soil, 

no  duty  to  support,  387. 

unless  cannot  be  let  down  without  letting  down  surface, 
374,  403. 
or  houses  have  stood  for  twenty  years,  391,  402. 
or  surface  granted  for  express  purpose  of  erections, 

113,  135,  393. 
with  houses  existing  at  time  of 
severance.  111  ^  aeq.,  393. 

(c)  As  to  water, 

discharge  of,  whether  bound  to  continue,  296. 
grant  of  right  to  discharge  water,  275. 

not  liable  for  affecting  support  by  letting  free  subterraneous 

water,  293,  373. 
draining  off  stored  water,  291. 
surface  water,  292. 
intercepting    subterraneous   water    percolating 
through  strata,  280  et  teq. 
not  permitted  to  alter  from  clean  to  foul,  295. 

unless  easement  acquired,  275. 
whether  liable  for  causing  flow  of  subterraneous  water,  290. 
right  to  use  surface  for  working,  an  easement,  23. 
rights  incidental  to,  172,  173,  493. 

MORTGAGEE 

bound  by  acquiescence,  69,  note  (A). 

sale  by,  effect  of,  on  doctrine  of  implied  grant,  127. 

NAME  PLATE, 

easement  to  affix,  24. 

yiew  of,  can  be  obstructed,  837. 

NATUi^AL  EIGHT.    See  loam;  Supvobt;  WATKBOonsss. 

KECESSITT, 

constructiye  grant  of  easement  is  limited  by,  70. 
easement  of,  171  et  $eq. 

arises  as  incident  to  reservation  as  well  as  grant,  173. 
duration  of,  178. 
extent  of,  177,  357. 
how  pleaded,  595. 

implied  by  law  to  effect  intention,  171. 
both  upon  grant  and  reservation,  178. 
only  when  property  cannot  be  used  at  all  without  easement,  172. 
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NEGESSIT7— iMft^MMM^. 
easement  of — continued. 

xig^ht  measuxed  by  natcixe  of  grant  or  resenration,  177. 
whether  continae*  after  neoeeaitj  oeaaes,  178. 

extrngoished  by  unify  of  o?nienhip,  180. 
revived  on  subaeqnent  severanoe,  180,  519. 
eztingpuiahment  by,  619. 

of  easement  of,  by  imity  of  seisin,  180. 
qnaUfied  theory  of ,  114. 
way  of,  nieCseq. 

direotion  of,  182,  510. 
extent  of,  177,  357. 

NEGATIVE  EASEMENT,  22. 
instances  of,  24. 
whether  right  of  support  is,  24,  397,  413. 

NEGLIGENCE,  414  et  teg.    See  Abjltskezit. 
by  public  officers,  428. 
caumng  a  pubUc  nuisance,  432. 
in  exercising  a  limited  right,  428. 
in  fact  and  in  law,  414  et  teq. 
in  keeping  dangerous  animals,  427. 
in  law,  414. 
in  removing  support, 

when  right  to  support  exists,  415. 

in  other  cases,  417. 
when  actionable,  426. 

NSMO  TENETUR  DIVINAEE,  574. 

NOISE, 

nuisance  by,  439,  450,  454,  455,  586. 

easement  to  create,  cannot  be  conferred  by  parol  licence,  39. 

NON-APPARENT  EASEMENTS,  25. 

NON  COMPOS  MENTIS, 

provision  in  Prescription  Act  with  reg^ard  to  person,  224. 

NON-USER, 

loss  of  easement  by,  520  et  eeq.,  556  et  teq, 

NOTICE, 

constructive,  of  agreement  for  enjoyment  under  Prescription  Act,  201. 
equitable  g^rant  of  easement  defeated  by  conveyance  to  purchaser  witL* 

out,  126. 
of  agreement  to  grant  easement,  how  affects  purchaser,  62. 
of  covenant  affecting  land,  how  affects  purchaser,  81. 

constructive^  sufficient,  82. 
of  intent  to  remove  support  from  house,  when  not  required,  426. 
to  remove  nuisance,  when  abatement  unlawful  without,  578. 

when  must  be  given  before  action,  588. 
to  trespasser  of  dangerous  instnunents  for  protection  of  premises,  427, 
470. 
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NUISANCE.    S^e  ABATiDtsxn ;  DiaruBBAvoB;  Lbgalzeation ;  Noisb;  Fit; 
PiajLsnraB;  Publio  Nt7I8akob. 
hj  brewery,  463,  458. 
by  briok-bnziimg,  466,  467,  458. 
by  buming  dhalk,  448. 
by  oandle-making,  460. 
by  cellar  flap  m  bigbway,  432. 
by  crowds  obatmcting  bigbway,  466. 
by  dye  bonae,  453. 

by  exoayation  adjomixig  footway,  468. 
by  fat-meltixig  busineas,  466. 
by  beat,  466,  460. 
by  noiBe,  439,  450,  464,  466,  461. 

by  noisy  trade,  parol  licence  will  not  confer  easement  to  create,  39. 
by  oyerbanging  trees,  456,  473. 
by  pig  sty,  453. 
by  pollution  of  water,  440,  466. 
l^  small-pox  bospital,  454,  460. 
by  soap-boiling,  464. 
by  tan  boose,  463. 
by  vibration,  439,  466. 

conyenience  of  locality  does  not  excuse,  466  et  teq, 
distinguished  from  disturbance  of  easement,  439. 
doctrine  of  coming  to,  exploded,  441. 
instances  of,  463 — 456. 
may  be  legalized  by  time,  439. 
not  excused  by  conyenience,  466  et  teg.,  699. 
obstruction  to  light  must  amount  to,  317  ^  teg.,  332,  6479  671. 
previous  notice  to  abate,  when  necessary,  678. 
private,  legalized  by  twenty  years'  existence,  439,  440. 
public,  liability  for  negligence  causing,  432. 

may  be  restrained  at  suit  of  individual,  462,  600. 

no  prescription  for,  440. 

person  sustaining  special  injury  may  bring  action  for,  462,  600. 
what  amounts  to,  439,  462. 
who  liable  for,  588. 


QBUGATION, 

easement  distinguished  from  an,  2. 

OBSTRUCTION, 
abatement  of,  545. 

by  gate,  whether  obstruction  to  private  way,  507,  570. 
by  trees,  whether  seryient  owner  liable  for,  607. 
to  way,  how  long  must  be  acquiesced  in  to  lose  right,  658. 

OCOUPANOr, 

effect  of  reference  in  conveyance  to,  in  creating  easement,  108. 
right  to  water  of  natural  stream  does  not  depend  on  first,  242. 

OCCUPIER, 

when  liable  for  disturbance  of  easement  or  nuisance  on  land,  688. 

o.  41 
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ONUS  OF  PROOF 

in  case  of  implied  g^rant,  137. 

OBDEB  IN  YATES  y.  JACK,  603. 
not  now  mutable,  603. 

ORIGIN  OF  EASEUENTS,  27. 

OVERHANGING  BUILDINGS,  276,  314. 

OVEBHANGING  TBEES,  473. 

OWNEB  OF  TWO  TENEMENTS, 

difipoaition  of,  111,  115  0t  aeq.,  137  el  seq, 
pleading  of,  695. 

OWNEBSHIP.    ^Po68B8Bxon;  Unitt. 


PABOL, 

agieement  for  easement  by,  63. 
lioeuoe  revocable,  31. 

PABTICULABS  OF  SALE, 

effect  of  condition  as  to  building  in,  128,  133. 
of  plan  in,  132. 

PABTIES  TO  ACTION  FOB  DISTUBBANCE, 
defendant, 

employer,  when  liable  for  contractor's  act  or  default,  589. 

landlord  not  liable  for  tenant's  act  during  tenancy,  689. 

party  actually  creating  disturbande  liable,  588. 

stranger,  when  defendant  liable  for,  589. 
plaintiff, 

interest  of,  what  is  fcuflSoient  to  sustain  action,  5^2,  602. 

occupier  may  always  sue,  581. 

reversioner  may,  when,  582. 

successive  ooonpiers  or  reversioners  may  sue  for  continuance,  588. 

PABTITION 

under  Settled  Land  Acts,  grant  or  reservation  of  easements  on,  29. 

PABTY  WALL,  463. 
ownership  of,  463. 
provisions  of  Building  Act  as  to,  464. 

do  not  authorise  obetmotioii  of  ancient  lights,  515. 
rights  of  co-owners  of,  463. 
taking  down,  423,  424. 

PBBCEPTION, 

act  of,  whether  required  to  establish  natural  right  to  water,  248. 

PEBCOLATING  WATEB,  277  et  «^. 
no  right  to  foul,  295. 
no  right  to  support  from,  293,  373. 

but  semi-liquid  silt  or  pitch  is  not,  294,  374. 
not  within  sect.  2  of  Prescription  Act,  201. 
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PERMISSION 

to  use  stream  cannot  be  given  to  third  party,  313. 

PERMISSIVE  ENJOYMENT,  233. . 

easement  may  be  acquired  by,  under  Prescription  Act,  201,  202. 
of  water,  right  acquired  by,  311. 

FERPETUA  CA  USA,  18. 

PEW, 

right  to,  an  easement,  24. 

whether  within  Prescription  Act,  202. 

PIG  STY, 

nuisance  by,  453. 

PIT 

on  own  property,  not  bound  to  fence,  427. 
when  owner  liable  for,  435,  468. 

PLAN, 

grant  of  easement  implied  from,  when  in  deed,  113. 
whether  when  in  particulars  of  sale,  132. 

PLANE  OF  WINDOW, 

effect  of  alteration  of,  549. 

PLEADINGS,  593  et  seq. 

1.  Declaration  or  statement  of  claim,  593. 

altematiye  pleading  of  title  to  easement  in,  594. 

general  allegation  of  right  in,  206,  593. 

reversioner,  action  by,  596. 

under  Prescription  Act,  must  state  enjoyment  as  of  right,  594. 

2.  Plea  or  defence,  596. 

equitable,  available  in  all  Courts,  596. 
justifying,  under  Prescription  Act,  206. 

3.  RepUcatioiL  or  reply,  696. 

no  reply  unless  ordered,  597. 
under  Prescription  Act,  208. 

POLLUTION 
of  air,  342. 
of  water,  actionable,  295,  310,  312. 

right  of  licensee  in  respect  of,  311. 

right  of,  may  be  acquired,  124,  275,  311,  439,  440. 

POND, 

letting  off  water,  when  actionable,  273. 

POSSESSION, 

effect  of  unity  of,  in  extinguishing  easements,  180  ei  seq,,  516  st  stq» 
no  prescription  during  unity  of,  under  Prescription  Act,  187,  234. 

except  in  case  of  light,  204,  219,  220,  227. 
unity  of  possession  without  unity  of  ownership  will  not  defeat  pre- 

Bcription  at  common  law,  186. 
unity  of  seisin  without,  will  not  effect  exting^uishment,  518. 
what  is,  185. 

41(2) 
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FRECARIO,  238. 

PBESGRIPTION,  185.    See  Lost  Gbant  ;  PsESCBiFnoir  Aor. 

agaioBt  landlord,  or  tenant  of  landlord,  by  tenant,  203,  204,  227. 
reversioner,  216. 

whom  title  acquired  by,  214,  217. 
by  whom  title  acquired  by,  227. 
definition,  185. 

easement  to  let  down  soil,  whether  can  be  acquired  by  prescription,  375. 
enjoyment  must  be  uninterrupted,  186. 
none  a^^ainst  prescription,  238. 
for  public  nuisance,  440. 
qualities  of  enjoyment  required  for,  228. 
capability  of  interruption,  236. 
definiteness,  235. 
nee  vi,  229. 
nee  elam,  231. 
neepreearioy  233. 
support  for  buildings  by  buildings,  whether  right  can  be  acquired  by 

prescription,  406. 
support  for  new  buildings  may  be  acquired  by  twenty  years'  user,  197. 
title  by,  at  common  law,  188. 

how  far  aboliahed  by  the  Prescription  Act,  199,  563. 
title  by  modem  lost  grant,  191. 
unify  of  ownership  or  possession,  effect  of,  186,  187. 

PRESOBIPnON  ACT,  199,  200,  210. 
sect.  1,  prq/lts  d  prendre,  200. 
sect.  2,  ways  and  other  easements,  202. 

not  applicable  to  negative  easements,  202. 

not  confined  to  rights  of  way  and  water,  202. 
sect.  3,  light,  204. 

acquired  by  twenty  years'  enjoyment,  even  though  tenements  in 
lease,  219. 

building,  meaning  of,  204. 

consent  or  agreement,  excluding,  201,  205. 
may  be  given  by  tenant,  201,  205. 

Grown  not  bound  by  section,  204. 

user  need  not  be  as  of  right,  204. 

should  be  as  an  easement,  204,  234. 
sect.  4,  computation  of  time,  205,  210. 

must  be  period  immediately  preceding  action,  205. 

whether  user  in  first  and  last  years  to  be  proved,  205. 
sect.  5,  form  of  pleading,  206. 

prqfite  d  prendre  in  g^ss  not  within  Act,  207. 
sect.  6,  limitation  of  presumption,  208,  214. 
sect.  7,  disabilities,  &c.,  208,  210,  224. 
sect.  8,  exception  from  longer  period,  209. 
contains  no  provision  as  to  loss  of  easements,  520. 
Crown  not  bound  by  sect.  3 . .  204 . 
easement  mast  be  valid  against  fee  under  the  Act,  225. 

teeutf  in  case  of  lost  grant,  225. 
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PRESCRIPTION  ACr--«mtinued. 
effect  of,  generally,  210. 

extended  to  Ireland  and  repeal  of  obsolete  danses,  209. 
how  far  Act  has  superseded  common  law,  199,  663. 
inchoate  right  only  until  action  brought,  206,  210,  673, 
interruption  and  acquiescence,  206,  213. 

effect  in  making  nineteen  years'  enjoyment  sufficient,  206. 
not  applicable  to  dutiesi  200. 
not  binding  on  Grown  (sect.  3),  204. 
Scotland,  does  not  extend  to,  209. 
unity  of  possession  defeats  claim,  187. 

except  in  case  of  light,  204,  219,  220,  227. 
whether  easement  of  support  is  within,  202,  397,  400. 

PRESUMPTION, 

none  for  user  of  less  than  prescribed  period,  208,  214. 
of  ownership  of  boundary  trees,  471. 

of  ditch  and  bank,  464. 

of  party  wall,  463. 
that  superior  easement  includes  equal  or  lesser,  363. 

PRIVACY, 

no  right  to,  except  by  contract,  337. 

PRIVATE  WAY, 

when  out  of  repair,  traveller  cannot  use  land  adjoining,  490. 

FMOFIIS  A  FUENDSJB, 
digging  sand  is,  1. 
distinguished  from  easements,  1,  10. 
fishing  is,  1,  2. 

in  gross  not  within  Prescription  Act,  207. 
may  be  in  gross,  14. 
prescription  for,  200,  210. 

right  to  take  water  from  a  spring  is  an  easement,  not,  10. 
shooting  is,  1. 

PROJECTIONS 

in  air,  over  neighbour's  land,  actionable,  276,  314. 

PROPERTY.    See  SlO  UtXBB  TUO. 
easements  are  accessory  to,  10. 

are  valuable,  6. 

attach  on,  9. 
in  air,  242. 

in  water  of  natural  stream,  242,  248. 
support,  how  far  a  right  of,  372,  396. 

PROSPECT, 

right  of,  by  contract  only,  318,  336,  401. 

PUBLIC  BODY, 

implied  grant  of  support  on  conveyance  to,  114. 
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PUBLIC  NUISANCES, 
liabiUties  for,  432. 
no  prescription  for,  440. 
reslTained  at  suit  of  mdi?idaaU,  462,  600. 

PUBLIC  OFFICER, 

liability  for  negligence  of,  428. 

PUBLIC  UTILITY 

no  answer  to  action  for  injunction,  699. 

PUMP, 

right  to  nse,  implies  right  to  repair,  488. 

PURCHASEB  FOR  VALUE  WITHOUT  NOTICE, 
agreement  for  easement  not  enforced  against,  62,  81. 
covenant,  when  jsnforced  against,  81, 

PURPOSE  OP  GRANT, 
effect  of  reference  to,  113. 


QUALIFIED  NECESSITY,  114. 

QUALITIES  OF  EASEMENTS,  8. 

QUALITIES  OF  ENJOYMENT  FOR  PRESCRIPTION,  228  et  seq. 

QUIA  TIMJET  ACTION,  674. 

QUIET  ENJOYMENT, 

effect  of  covenant  for,  85. 


RACECOURSE, 

custom  to  use  land  for,  3. 
licence  to  enter,  49. 

RAILWAY, 

liability  of,  to  maintain  fences,  465. 
may  erect  hoarding  to  obstruct  light,  225. 
right  of,  to  light,  315. 

to  support,  1 14. 
right  to  mine  under,  383. 

RAILWAY  ACTS, 

remedy  of  owner  of  easement  over  land  compulsorily  taken  under,  614. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY, 

no  power  to  purchase  easement  under  Landa  Clauses  Act,  29. 
power  to  grant  easement,  29,  note  (^). 

RAIN  WATER 

gutter,  liability  to  repair,  482. 
right  to  discharge,  an  easement,  28, 
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RATION E  TENUMJE, 
liability  to  repair,  486. 

REAL  ACTIONS 
abolitsbed,  592. 

RE-BUILDING, 

legal  inference  that  dominant  owner  intends  to  presenre  rights  on,  526. 
windows  may  be  restored  on,  when,  502,  521  et  teq.^  549  et  seq. 

REFERENCE 
to  expert,  604. 

to  occupation,  in  oonveyanoe,  effect  of,  108. 
purpose  of  grant,  effect  of,  113. 

RELEASE  OF  EASEMENTS.    See 


'««iiiv(ciuKi:t'*.-«. 


REITEDT,  576  et  aeq.    See  Action  ;  Dax^ges  ;  Distubbancb  ;  iNjnvonov. 
by  act  of  party,  576. 
by  action  at  law,  580. 
by  injunction,  509. 

REMOVAL.    6^  Abatsicbnt  ;  Nbguobnob;  Suffobt. 
of  encroachment,  care  required  in,  417. 

REPAIR, 

dominant  oii^'ner  bound  to  repair  artificial  work,  476,  489,  509. 

has  a  right  to,  488. 
must  make  good  damage  done  in,  496. 
easement  to  compel  servient  owner  to,  477. 
liability  to,  whether  runs  with  land,  487. 
obligation  to  repair  upper  rooms  for  benefit  of  lower,  477»  484. 

and  vice  rered,  477>  484. 
of  bridges,  prescriptiye  liability  for,  486,  487. 
of  fences, 

by  turnpike  trustees,  467. 

easements  relating  to,  465. 
of  highways,  486. 
of  river  banks,  487. 
of  sea-wall,  487. 
of  watercourse,  476,  489,  509. 

polling  down  house  for,  does  not  destroy  easement,  502. 
servient  owner  not  bound  to,  at  common  law,  475. 
want  of,  how  affects  right  to  support,  403. 
whether  bound  to,  in  oases  between  landlord  and  tenant,  480. 

REPLY 

in  action  for  disturbance,  596. 
none  imless  ordered,  597. 

REQUEST  TO  ABATE, 

when  necessary  before  abatement,  578,  588. 

RESERVATION, 

easement  not  the  subject  of,  in  grant  under  Statute  of  Uses,  77. 

effect  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  77.  78. 
easement  of  necessiiy  arises  on,  173. 
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RESERVATION— t^on^inwMf. 
express,  effect  of,  90. 
of  olose,  negatives  easements  over  it,  90. 
of  easement,  may  be  binding  in  equity  -without  deed,  65. 
not  implied,  157  et  teq. 

except  easement  of  necessity,  173. 
of  support  may  be  implied  on  g^rant  of  land  with  buildings, 
403. 
of  rent  or  other  advantage  in  respect  'of  easement,  runs  with  ownership 
of  servient  tenement,  2. 

RESTORATION 

of  windows  after  alteration,  effect  of,  654. 

RESTRICTIVE  COVENANTS,  81. 

• 

REVERSIONER.    See  Dax^ob. 
acquiescence  of,  69,  215. 
action  by,  216,  582. 

pleading  in,  596. 
effect  of  notice  by,  216. 
right  of,  to  injunction,  582. 
when  bound  by  acquiescence,  69,  215. 

by  user  during  particular  estate,  220,  222,  225,  227,  582. 
when  he  may  sue  for  disturbance  to  easement,  582,  596. 

for  infringement  of  natural  right,  216,  588. 
semble,  he  may  sue  in  all  cases  in  which  the  continuance  of  the  act 
complained  of  would  become  evidence  of  a  light  against  him, 
216,  582. 
when,  liable  for  disturbance,  589. 

within  what  time  he  must  interfere  after  particular  estate  ends,  209, 
210  et  teq, 

REVIVAL  OF  EASEMENTS, 
none,  517. 

REVOCATION 
of  licence,  31. 

licensee  is  entitled  to  reasonable  notice,  63. 

RIGHT, 

as  of,  enjoyment  must  be,  200. 
pleading  must  state  enjoyment  as  of,  207. 

RIGHT  OP  WAY.    See  Wat. 

RIPARIAN  PROPRIETOR 

on  artificial  division  may  be  same  as  on  natural  stream,  309,  310. 
right  to  stream,  239  et  aeq. 
use  of  water,  239  et  $eq.,  243. 

RIVER, 

property  in  soil  of,  239. 

ROOTS  OP  TREES, 

liability  for  trespass  by,  508. 
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BTTNNING  WITH  LAND,  0OVENA17TS.    8&$  Oovmusn. 
BUSTIG  SERVITUDES,  26. 

SALMON, 

obstrootiiig  free  passage  of,  272. 

SAND, 

right  of  digging,  b,  profit  a  prendre,  1. 

SCHOOL, 

no  nniBanoe,  570. 

SCOTLAND, 

easement  can  be  created  without  deed  in,  30. 
Prescription  Act  does  not  applj  to,  209. 

SEA, 

protection  from  inroads  of,  430. 

SEAL.    See  Deed. 

easement  can  be  created  withont,  in  Scotland,  30. 

effect  when,  missing  from  deed,  37. 

g^rant  of  easement  must  be  under,  at  law,  30,  49,  51.  • 

release  of  easement  must  be  under,  at  law,  542. 

SECONDABY  EASEMENTS,  492. 

implied  by  law  for  the  full  enjoyment  of  primary  easement,  492. 
right  of  repair  extends  only  to  restore  the  easement  to  its  original  con- 
dition, 496. 
when  action  lies  for  disturbance  of,  575. 

SEOBET  ENJOTMENT 
gives  no  right,  231,  405. 

SERVIENT  TENEMENT, 

burden  on,  must  not  be  increased,  403,  495,  498  et  teq,,  607,  528  et  eeq,, 

537,  548,  566. 
owner  of,  may  not  render  easement  less  easy  of  enjoyment,  507. 
may  repair,  509. 
not  bound  to  repair,  475. 
unless  by  easement,  477. 

prescription  or  tenure,  486. 
whether  liable  for  obstruction  by  roots  or  branches  of 
trees,  507. 
what  is,  2. 

SEBVrrUDES  OP  THE  CIVIL  LAW,  2,  10. 
diyided  into  rustic  and  urban,  25. 
kinds  of, 

aqua  ducentUe,  274. 

Jw  proficiendi,  277. 

Jut  proteffendi,  277. 

ne  luminibue  offieiatUTj  388,  508. 

ne  proepeetui  ojfieiaiur,  338. 

onera  vieini  eustinendi,  414. 
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SERVITUDES  OF  THE  CIVIL  LAW— #Mi«mi#rf. 
kinds  of — ^mtinued, 

paries  <merifirendo,  502. 

atUlieidii  veljluminis  reeipUndi,  276,  565. 

tiffni  immittendif  414. 
loss  of,  by  oeaaation  of  eDJoyment,  565. 
origin  of,  28. 

SETTLED  LAND  ACT.  1882, 
.  grant  of  easement  under,  29. 
lease  of  easement  under,  29. 
release  of  easement  under,  515. 

SETTLED  LAND  ACT,  1890, 
exchange  of  easement  under,  30. 

exchange  of  settled  land,  g^nt  or  reservation  of  easement  on,  29. 
grant  of  easement  on  exchange,  under,  29. 
partition,  grant  or  reservation  of  easement  on,  29. 
reservation  of  easement  on  exchange,  under,  29. 

SEVERANCE 

of  dominant  tenement,  effect  of,  86,  506. 
of  two  tenements, 

implication  of  grant  of  continuous  and  apparent  easements  on,  87y 
111,  115,  137. 
8ecta  of  other  easements,  87,  137. 
where  in  mortgage,  127. 
where  one  in  lease,  126. 
no  implied  reservation  on,  157  et  seq, 

SEWAGE, 

no  common  law  right  to  discharge,  into  sea,  441. 
no  prescription  to  send,  into  public  river,  440. 
nuisance  hy,  440,  455. 
quare  whether  prescription  to  send,  into  sea,  439. 

SEWER.     SeeB^Aisi, 

right  of  support  for,  114. 

SHOOTING, 

A  profit  a  prendre  t  1,  2. 

SIC  UTERE  TUO  UT  ALIENUU  NON  ZJEDA8,  415,  416,  509. 

SIGN  BOARD, 

right  to  affix,  is  an  affirmative  easement,  24. 

SIGN  POST, 

easement  to  have,  24. 

SIMULTANEOUS  SALES, 

implication  of  grant  of  easement  on,  128. 

SMELL, 

nuisance  by,  32,  451,  453. 
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SMELTING  HOUSE 

fumes,  nuisance  bj,  459. 

SMOKE, 

nuisance  hj,  463. 

SOAP  BOILERY, 
nuisance  by,  454. 

SOIL  OF  RIVER  BED, 
property  in,  239. 

SPOIL  BANKS, 

right  to  make,  is  an  affirmutivc  easement,  23. 

SPOUT, 

casement  to  discharge  rain  water  by  a,  23. 

parol  licence  to  turn  a  spout  on  to  neighbour's  land  invalid  and  revocable, 
47. 

SPRINGS  OF  WATER, 
no  natural  right  to,  273. 
right  to  draw  water  from,  an  easement,  23. 

STAIRCASE, 

liability  to  repair,  481. 

STATEMENT  OF  CLAIM,  693. 
STATEMENT  OF  DEFENCE,  596. 

STATUTE, 

casement  exting^shed  by,  may  be  re- acquired  by  user,  191. 

unless  actual  prohibition,  192,  224. 
effect  of  Canal  and  Railway  Acts  on  mining,  383  et  seq. 
extinguishment  of  easements  by,  612. 
incapacity  to  acquire  easements  by  reason  of,  224,  227. 
no  prescription  against,  191 . 

user  under,  cannot  be  added  to  user  independent  of,  to  make  up  necessaxy 
period,  228. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS,  31. 

STATUTE  OF  USES, 

grant  of  easements  under,  77. 

STATUTES  REFERRED  TO, 

41  Geo.  3,  c.  109  (Inclosure),  513. 

2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71  (Prescription),  199. 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27  (Limitation  of  Actions),  374,  592.' 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18  (Lands  Clauses),  29,  614. 

8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20  (Railway  Clauses),  383,  465,  614. 

8  &  9  Vict.  0.  118  (Inclosure),  467,  614. 

10  &  11  Vict.  0.  17  (Waterworks  Clauses),  114,  382,  383,  614. 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86  (Chancery  Procedure),  599. 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125  (Common  Law  Procedure),  580,  699. 
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STATUTES  KEFERRED  TO-^eontinued. 

20  &  21  Vict.  c.  dvii.  (Mayor's  Court  Procedure  Act),  681. 

21  &  22  Vict.  c.  27  (Lord  Cairns'  Act),  680,  608. 

21  &  22  Vict.  c.  42  (extendiug  Prescription  Act  to  Ireland),  209. 
23  &  24  Vict.  c.  164  (Tenant  Law,  Ireland),  30. 
26  &  26  Vict.  c.  93  (Thames  Embankment),  514. 
25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102  (Metropolis  Management),  329. 
33  &  34  Vict.  c.  75  (Elementary  Education),  614. 

36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66  (Judicature),  680,  696,  699,  606. 

37  &  38  Vict.  c.  35  (repealing  certain  sections  of  Prescription  Act),  209. 

38  &  39  Vict.  c.  36  (Artizans  and  Labourers'  Dwellings),  514. 
38  &  39  Vict.  c.  65  (Support  of  Sewers),  114,  386. 

38  &  39  Vict.  c.  77  (Judicature),  680. 

41  &  42  Vict.  c.  77  (Highways  and  Locomotives),  386. 

44  &  45  Vict.  c.  41  (Conveyancing),  77,  83,  103. 

45  &  46  Viot.  c.  38  (Settied  Land),  29,  515. 

51  &  52  Vict.  0.  43  (County  Courts  Act,  1888),  580. 

62  &  53  Vict.  c.  63  (Interpretation  Act),  515. 

53  &  54  Viot.  0.  69  (Settled  Land),  29,  515. 

56  &  57  Vict.  c.  coxiii.  (London  Building  Act),  464,  515. 

3  Edw.  7,  0.  42  (County  Courts  Act,  1903),  580. 

STILLICIBIUM,  276. 

STORED  WATER, 

right  to  drain  off,  291. 

STORY,  J., 

judgment  of,  in  Tyler  v.  JFilkinton,  239. 

STOVE, 

nuisance  by,  460. 

STREAM.    See  Watsbooubsb. 
fouling,  actionable,  310. 
grant  of  all  streams,  held  to  include  wells,  295. 
right  to,  includes  accessions,  807. 

to  use,  permission  cannot  be  given  to  third  party,  813. 

SUBJACENT  LAND.    See  Sufpobt. 
right  to  support  from,  373. 

SUBJECTS  OF  EASEMENTS,  22  et  eeq, 

SUBSTITUTION 

of  other  light,  no  defence  to  action  for  disturbance,  385. 

SUBTERRANEAN  WATER, 

causing  flow  of,  whether  liable  for,  290. 
fouling,  actionable,  295. 

unless  easement  acquired,  275. 
in  defined  and  known  channel  only,  right  to,  277,  291. 
may  be  intercepted  if  percolating,  280  et  $eq. 
no  right  to  support  from,  293,  373. 
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SUPPORT,  40,  372  et  stq,    8m  Houses  ;  Mnrss ;  NBOLZOBiraB. 

1.  Of  land  by  adjoining  land  adjacent  or  subjaoent,  372  et  seq. 

a  right  of  property  not  an  easement,  372. 
charaoter  of  the  right  explained,  374. 
effect  of  easement  to  let  down  surface,  874. 
grant  of  minerals,  376. 
lease  of  minerals,  380. 

statutory  provisions  as  to  working  mines  on  notice,  383. 
Railway  Acts,  383. 
Canal  Acts,  385. 
whether  easement  to  let  down  surface  can  be  acquired  by  pre- 
scription, 375. 
no  right  of  support  from  underground  water,  293,  373. 
right  to  support  from  semi-liquid  silt  or  pitch,  294,  374. 

2.  Of  buildings  by  adjoining  land,  387  et  »eq, 

a  negative  easement,  whether,  24. 
no  natural  right  to,  387. 

though  house  is  modem,  yet  if  the  land  would  have  fallen  in, 
though  unencumbered  by  buildings,  an  action  will  lie  for 
withdrawing  support,  374,  403. 
no  right  to,  from  undergfround  water,  293,  373. 
right  to,  acquired  by  twenty  years'  user,  197,  391,  402. 
if  buildings  in  good  repair,  233,  403. 

and  properly  constructed,  232,  404. 
right  to  support  from  semi -liquid  silt  or  pitch,  294,  373. 
when  g^ant  of  right  implied,  113,  114. 

when  land  granted  for  purpose  of  building,  113. 

with  buildingfs  already  erected,  393. 
taken  under  Railway  or  Canal  Act,  114. 
when  reservation  of  right  implied,  403. 
whether  within  Prescription  Act,  202,  397,  398,  400,  401,  402. 

3.  Of  buildings  by  buildings,  23,  405  et  seq, 

if  encroachment  be  not  dam,  and  be  capable  of  being  resisted,  aetnble, 
such  an  easement  of  support  may  be  acquired  by  enjoyment,  405. 
would  exist  as  "  disposition  of  owner  of  two  tenements,"  where 
both  houses  originally  belonged  to  the  same  owner,  111  et  seq., 
393. 
whether  easement  of  necessity,  406. 
whether  right  can  be  acquired  by  prescription,  406  et  seq. 
when  statutes  of  limitation  beg^n  to  run,  413. 
where  no  right  to  support,  no  action  for  taking  it  away,  unless  manner 

of  removal  causes  fall,  423,  426. 
where  right  of  support,  burden  may  not  be  increased,  403,  498  et  seq,, 

628  et  seq. 
whether  a  negfative  easement,  24,  397,  413. 
whether  extraordinary  degree  of,  can  be  acquired,  232. 
whether  person  in  possession  of  servient  tenement  when  subsidence 
occurs  necessarily  liable  for  the  damage,  374. 

SURVEYOR, 

reference  to,  604. 

SUSPENSION^  OF  EASEMENTS 
by  unity  of  possesaioo,  516. 


654  .     INDEX. 

TAN  HOUSE 

may  be  a  nuisanoe,  453. 

TEMPORARY  INJURY, 

when  restrained  bj  injunction,  602. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE, 

how  reversioner  affeoted  bj  enjoyment  of  easement  against,  217  rt  uq» 

224  et  teg. 
power  of,  to  grant  lease  of  easement,  29. 

to  sell  or  release  easement,  29,  515. 

TENANT  FOR  YEARS, 

effect  of  enjoyment  of  easement  by,  227. 

how  reversioner  affected  by  enjoyment  of  easement  against,  209  et  seq., 

217  et  »eq, 
lost  grant,  whether  presumed  against  landlord,  in  favour  of,  203,  227. 
obstruction  by,  when  landlord  liable  for,  589. 

prescribing  against  landlord  or  tenant  of  same  landlord,  203,  204,  227. 
when,  entitled  to  sue,  602. 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON 

of  party-wall,  rights  of,  464. 

TENEMENTS, 

conveyance  of,  passes  easements  appurtenant,  83. 
dominant  and  servient,  2. 

both  required  for  easement,  17. 

dominant  need  not  have  been  actually  acquired  at  date  of  grant, 

13,  18. 
must  belong  to  different  owners,  18. 
effect  of  severance  of  dominant,  86,  506. 
implied  grant  on  severance  of.  111. 

when  one  tenement  in  lease,  126. 
when  tenements  in  mortgage,  127. 

TERMINI 

of  way,  to  be  set  out,  370. 

to  be  stated  in  pleading,  595. 

THEATRE, 

licence  to  use  seats  in,  57. 

THREATS 

not  a  disturbance,  574. 

TIME.    See 'EvjoYKEST ;  Length  or  Tdcb  ;  Fbesobittxok. 

length  of,  necessary  for  acquisition  of  easement  by  prescription,  188 
et  eeq, 

TITLE.    See  EASxmsRT ;  Pbesgbzftion  Act  ;  Support. 
allegation  of,  in  statement  of  claim,  593,  594. 
defect  in,  easement  is,  6. 

TRACE, 

visible,  how  far  required  in  order  that  way  may  pass,  102. 
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TBADE, 

nmsj,  lioenoe  to  carry  on,  must  not  be  parol,  39. 
,      ofFence,  24.    Se$  Nuuahob. 

whether  amount  of  light  measnred  by  requirements  of,  317  ^  <^.,  332, 
671. 

TREES, 

effect  88  to  easement  of  light,  608. 

fmit  trees,  easement  to  nail  to  a  wall,  24. 

no  easements  for  roots  of,  to  project  into  neighbouring  soil,  471. 

obetraotion  by,  whether  owner  of  servient  tenement  liable  for,  608. 

overhanging  branches  of,  actionable,  473. 

may  be  cut,  473,  673. 

no  easement  for,  24,  474. 
qumre,  in  whom  the  property  of  trees  gn^^wing  on  the  boundary  of  two 
estates  is  vested,  471. 

TRESPASS.    See  Abatbksnt. 
by  cattle,  liability  for,  466. 

liability  for  injury  to  cattle  sustained  in,  467,  468. 
or  case,  692. 
to  abate  nuisance  is  not  actionable,  676. 

TRESPASSER, 

liability  to,  for  injuries  to,  while  trespassiug,  427,  436. 

TUNNEL, 

hereditament  and  not  a  bare  easement,  22,  370. 

not  an  easement  which  can  be  sold  by  tenant  fur  life  under  Settled 

Land  Act,  22. 
right  to  use  cannot  be  granted  by  parol,  33. 
whether  tunnel  is  an  easement,  22. 

TURNPIKE, 

liability  to  fence  and  repair,  of  trustees  of,  467. 


UNDERGROUND  WATER,  277  et  seq.    See  Piboolatzno  Wateb. 

UNDERTAKING, 
88  to  damages,  606. 

to  pull  down,  if  required  at  trial,  607. 

« 

UNITY 

of  ownership  extinguishes  all  easements,  whether  of  convenience  or 
neoeasity,  18,  166,  180  et  eeg.f  616  et  teg, 
provided  the  estates  in  both  tenements  be  of  an  equally  high  and 
perdurable  nature,  616. 
otherwise  easement  suspended  only,  616. 
unity  of  seisin  not  sufficient  without  unity  of  possession,  618. 
of  ownership,  no  prescription  during,  186,  187,  234. 
except  in  case  of  light,  204,  219,  220,  227. 

unity  of  possession  without  unity  of  ownership  will  not  defeat 
prescription  at  common  law,  186. 
of  possession,  effect  of,  166,  180  et  teq.,  616  et  eeq.     See  Possesbxok. 
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UNBEASONABLE, 

easement  good  although,  4,  6. 

URBAN  AND  RUSTIC  SERVITUDES,  26. 

USE  OF  WATER.    8ie  Stbbuc  ;  Watkb  ;  Watbbooubsk. 
what,  reaeonable,  244. 

«  USED  AND  ENJOTED."    See  under  Ck>N0TRUOTiOH. 
effect  of  these  words,  88  et  eeq. 
implied  by  Convejanoiiig  Act,  83,  103. 
whether  previous  enjojment  as  of  right  need  be  shown,  9\  et  teq. 

USER.    See  Enjoticxkt. 

visible  track  important  as  evidence  of,  102. 

USES,  STATUTE  OP, 

grant  of  easement  nnder,  77. 

VAGUE  GRANT 

of  easement,  how  assigned,  610. 

VARIETY  OF  EASEMENTS,  22. 

VAULT, 

right  to  use,  an  easement,  24. 

VERBAL 

agreement  for  easement,  effeot  of,  68. 

VI,  229. 

VIA,  346. 

VIEW, 

no  right  to  enjoy,  336,  336. 

VIS  MAJOR,  466. 


WALL.    See  Tasty  Wall;  Sxtffobt. 

WARREN, 

the  case  of,  117. 

WATER,  238  et  eeq.    See  Mxnb  ;  Fbbooxatzzto  Water  ;  Stbbax  ;  Watxs- 

C0T7B8B. 

channel  most  be  defined,  273. 

oonstraction  of  express  grant  of,  instances  of,  296. 

damage  need  not  be  shown  to  sustain  action  for  interference,  244,  270, 

271,  272. 
defined,  channel  most  be,  273. 
discharge,  easement  for,  276,  296. 

rigbt  to,  274. 

right  to,  with  regard  to  artificial  watercourses,  296. 

whether  bound  to  continue,  of  artificial  stream,  296. 
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"WATEJSr-eontinued. 

diversion  of,  artificial,  rights  of  riparian  owners  on,  310. 
no  right  to  have  continued,  309. 
right  to  have  periodically,  275. 
easementtf  in  relation  to,  274. 
fish  in  natural  stream,  right  to  obstruct,  272. 
heating  of,  actionable,  269. 
interference  with,  what,  actionable,  271. 
known,  underground  stream  must  be,  277. 
licence  to  use,  rights  of  licensee  under,  311. 
whether,  can  be  granted,  313. 
may  not  be  used  for  purposes  unconnected  with  riparian  tenement,  247. 
mine-owner  not  liable  for  draining  off  stored  water  or  surface  water  in 

working  minerals,  291,  292. 
natural  rights  in,  42,  239,  242  et  seq. 
none,  unless  channel  defined,  273. 

and  known  in  case  of  underground  stream,  277. 
whether  act  of  perception  necessary,  248  et  aeq.y  272. 
percolating,  277.     ^S^^  PKRCOLATDra  Wateb. 
pollution  of,  actionable,  295,  310. 

right  of  licensee  in  respect  of,  311. 
right  of,  may  be  acquired,  124,  275,  439,  440. 
Prescription  Act,  what  are  claims  to,  within,  203. 
reasonable  use  of,  what  is,  244. 
right  of  passage  for,  is  an  incorporeal  right,  8. 
right  to  compel  continuance  of  discharge,  296. 

discharge,  274,  295.     See  Dischabqb,  supra. 
receive  flow  of,  in  artificial  stream,  a  negative  easement,  24. 

natural  stream,  238. 
stored  in  wells,  draining  off,  291. 
stored,  may  be  drained  off  in  working  minerals,  291. 
subterraneous,  277.     See  Fsbcolatino  Watbb. 

channel  must  be  knotcn^  277. 
surface,  may  be  drained  off  in  working  minerals,  292. 
supporting  land  or  building,  may  be  drawn  off,  293,  373. 
nse  of,  in  natural  stream,  what  is  reasonable,  244. 
user  of,  by  artificial  means,  310. 

WATERCOURSE,  20,  63,  202,  203,  238  H  teq.,  295.    See  Easbksnt;  Ex- 

TINQTTI8HK1INT  ;   PBBSCBIPTIGir  ;   StBEAU  ;   WaTEB. 

artificial,  right  to,  20,  295. 

discharge  on  servient  tenement,  right  of,  by,  295. 

riparian  owners  on,  rights  of,  310. 

verbal  grant  of,  good  in  equity,  63. 

whether  bound  to  continue,  296. 
diversion  of,  33. 

right  to  continuance  of,  309. 
duty  to  repair  artificial,  falls  on  dominant  owner,  476,  489,  509. 
grant  of, 

by  virtue  of  general  words  implied  by  Conveyancing  Act,  84,  107. 

conbtructive,  by  acquiescence,  71. 

express,  how  construed,  295. 

G.  42 
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WATERCOITRSE— continued, 
grant  of — continued. 

implied  on  severance  of  two  tenements,  87,  111-,  11^  125,  137. 
but  not  where  watercourse  made  for  temporary  purpose,  126. 
licence  to  use,  effect  of,  against  other  riparian  owners,  311,  313. 
loss  of,  by  non-user,  560,  661. 
natural  right  to,  242.  0. 

parol  licence  to  divert,  acted  on,  licensee  not  obliged  to  restore,  40. 
precarious  enjoyment  of,  107. 
provision  of  Prescription  Act  as  to,  203. 
receive  through,  on  servient  tenement,  right  to,  295. 
repair,  dominant  owner  liable  for,  476,  489,  509. 

whether  act  of  appropriation  necessary  for  acquisition  of  natural  right 
to,  248. 

m 

WAY,  137,  344  et  acq.    See  'EIasemevt  ;  ExTivauiSHMEnT;  Gbaht  ;  NsGESBasT ; 
Pbbsobiption. 
acquisition  of.     See  Easexentb,  acquisition  of. 
by  implied  grant,  137.  -- 

under  general  words  implied  by  Gonyeyandng  Act,  84,  103, 

105,  106. 
under  will,  153,  154. 
by  necessity,  171  ct  acq. 
by  prescription,  186. 

enjoyment  necessary  to  confer  right,  186,  235. 
notwithstanding  gate  kept  looked,  233. 
an  affirmative  easement,  23. 
a  non-continuous  easement,  344. 
apart  from  tenement,  not  an  easement,  14. 
church,  way  to,  171,  344. 

construction  of  particu}^  g^nts,  instances  of,  366. 
degrees  of,  345. 

whether  one  evidence  of  another,  352. 
kind  includes  another,  352. 
deviation  from,  if  foundrous,  490. 
direction  of,  by  whom  determined,  182,  510. 
disclaimer  of,  562. 
excessive  user  of,  effect  of,  498,  499,  566. 

extent  of,  346,  357,  365,  495: ^ 

express  gfrant  or  reservation  of,  how  limited,  357. 
extinguishment  of, 

by  alteration  of  dominant  tenement,  357,  498,  501  et  teq. 

by  licence  to  obstruct,  519. 

by  necessity,  519. 

by  non-user,  520  et  aeq.,  556  et  acq. 

by  obstruction  acquiesced  in  for  long  period,  558. 

by  release, 

express,  612  ei  aeq. 
implied,  510  ct  aeq, 
by  unity  of  possession,  156,  180,  516  «/  aeq. 
foundrous,  deviation  not  justified,  400. 
gate  across,  whether  may  be  erected,  507,  570. 
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WAY — ecntinufd. 

grant  of.    Sw  Aoomismcis  of  EArfteMKNTB ;  BfBun, 

express,*bj  geDeral  words  implied  by  ConTejandjig  Act,  84,  103. 
by  grant  of  eaaements, 

'*  appertaining  and  belonging,"  87. 
<'  used  and  enjoyed,!'  88  et  teq. 
whether  formed  roa^neoesaary,  102. 
whether  previous  enjoyment  as  of  right  neceflsary,  91. 
how  construed,  366,  493. 
how  limited,  357. 
implied, 

as  oontinuous  and  apparent,  qut^ey  137  tt  i0^>»  156. 
as  of  necessity,  171  et  teq. 
"   direction  of,  182. 
duration  of,  178. 
extent  of,  177. 
lost  grant,  by,  191. 
under  Prescription  Act,  202. 
incorporeal  right,  is,  8. 
may  be  appendant  to  an  incorporeal  right,  11. 
may  not  be  used  to  go  to  property  other  than  dominant  tenement,  498, 

499,  567. 
necessity  of,  174  f^  seq.    See  Nbobssitt. 
direction  of,  182,  510. 
extent  of,  177,  357. 
obstruction  to,  may  be  abated,  577. 

whether  erection  of  gfate  is,  507,  570. 
public,  not  an  easement,  15. 
repair  of,  on  whom  falls,  475,  486. 
BCTerance,  whether  ways  pass  on,  137  et  seq. 
termini  of,  370.  # 

should  be  stated  in  pleading,  695. 
to  *' assigns"  includes  all  licensees,  367. 
to  church,  171,  344. 
to  market,  171. 
to  "  visitors,"  367. 
whether  track  need  be  visible  to  pass  by  implied  g^rant,  102. 

WEIR, 

diyersion  of  mill  stream  by,  parol  licence  for,  40. 

WELL, 

no  action  for  draining  neighbour's,  in  some  cases,  291. 

WILL, 

easement  can  be  created  by,  30. 

easements  implied  on  disposition  of  two  tenements  by,  126, 146, 153, 154. 

WINDMILL, 

no  right  to  passage  of  air,  338,  339. 

WINDOW.    See  Ligbt. 
alteration  of, 

plane  of,  549  et  seq. 

position  or  size  of,  effect  of,  539,  546. 
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WnrDOW—eontmusd.  *  . 

blocking  ap,  bj  owner  of,  effect  of,  521. 
decrease  in  size  of,  501,  547. 
enlargement  of,  529,  546. 

evidence  of  position,  &o.  of  old  windows  shoold  be  preserved  on  altera- 
tion, 554. 
existence  of,  in  honse  sold,  implied  right  to  fight  over  vendor's  laad* 
103  et  teq,y  115  et  »eq» 
not  when  in  honse  reserved^  157  9t  teq, 
grant  for  express  purpose  of  grantee  bnilding,  grantor  cannot  obstmcty 

113. 
increased  light  may  be  obtained  by  alteration  in  glazing,  ftc.,  501. 
lease  in  consideration  of  lessee  building,  lessor  cannot  obstruct,  113. 
of  some  kind  essential  for  easement  of  light,  316. 
owner  of  house  need  not  reside  there  to  obtain  injunction  to  reetrain 

obstruction  to,  602. 
restoration  of,  after  alteration  involving  encroachment,  554. 

after  pulling  down  to  rebuild,  502,  621  $t  teq.,  549  it  teq. 
right  to  obstruct,  if  not  ancient,  314. 
right  to  open,  overlooking  neighbour's  land,  314,  337. 
skylight,  is  sufficient  aperture  to  obtain  right  to  light  for,  317. 
may  be  a,  205. 

WORDS.    See  Constbugtion. 

'^  appertaining,  belonging,"  &c.  not  sufficient  to  pass  way  or  conveyance 

by  owner  of  two  tenements,  87. 
*^  convenient"  in  Prescription  Act,  a  mistake,  211. 
'*  used,  occupied  and  enjoyed,"  effect  of,  88  et  seq, 
what  words  sufficient  to  pass  easement  not  expressly  mentioned^  108. 


YATES  V,  JACK, 
order  in,  603. 

not  now  suitable,  604. 


THE  END. 
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of   Executors   and'  Administrators.  '   lOth 
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Instructions,  Fonns,  Rules  and  Tables.  Br 
E.  E,  H,  BiKCH.,  IO5.  6d.  r         1^0' 

Chitty'8  Forms  of  Proceedhigs  in  the  King's 
Bench  Division,  and  on  aj)peal  thcrefros.  ■ 
13th  Edit.     86*.        .  1902.  '. 

Fraud. — Kerr's  Treatise  on  ttie  XjTfc-  of  I 
Fraud  and  Mistake.     Sni  Edit.     By  S.   E. 
Williams.  -  25*.  1^02.  » 

Horses. — Oliphaut'e  Law  of,  ind-ading  ' 
the  Law  of  Innkeepers,  YetfrinaijSurgeona,  ' 
&c.     6  th  £dit.    By  Cleuknt  ELFHiffrroNB 
Lloyd.    20*.  i*»o8. 

Husband,  and  Wife.— Macqueen^oii 

Husband  and  Wife.  The  rights  "^Aiid 
liabilities  of  Husband  and  Wife.  4t^  Edit 
By  Wyait.Pain*.     25*.  l^ix 

Injunctions. — Kbrr  gn  the  Li%r  and 
Practice  of  Injunctions.  4th  Edit-  By 
E.  P.  HEWrrr,  S.  E.  Williams,  and  J.  M. 
Paterson.     85*.  1 90S. 

Interpleader. — Law  and  Practice  of 
Interpleader  in  the  High  Court  and  Comity 
Courts.  With  Forms,  lie,  Bv  M.  Cababb. 
3rd  Edit.     6*.  "  J  900. 

Justices. — Wigram's  Justices'  Kote 
Book.    8th  Edit.     Is.  6rf.  1908. 

Landlord  and  Tenant.— Woodpall's 

Law  of  Landlord  and  TenuLt.  18th  Edit.  By 
J.M.Lrly&W.  HanbukyAggs.  88*.  19*08. 
Law  of  Quiet  Enjoyment  and  Title  in  rHsj)ect 
of  Landlord  and  Tenant.  By  E.  A.  8^- an. 
75.  U.  .  1908. 

Leading*     Cases.  —  Smith's     Leading 

Cases.  11th  Ed.  ByT.W.CHiTTY,H.  Chittv 
and  J.  Hekbkkt  Williams.  3i.  la^.     190C. 
Fifteen  Decisive  Battles  of  the  lAw.    By  E.  A. 
Jblf.     3«.  %d.  XS^Od. 

Libel.— Bower's  Law  of  Actionable 
Defamation.  By  G.  SpEXcatR  Bdwkr,  k.c. 
305.  *  19<^. 

Licensing. — Licensing  Law. — So  far 
as  it  relates  to  the  Sale  of  Intoxieatiog 
Liquors,  Theatres,  Daneiug^  etc.  By  H.  M. 
MoNTGOMEKY.  Srd  Edit  I2s.6d.  1905. 
Talbot's  Law  and  Practice  of  Licensing.  Being 
a  Digest  of  the  Law  re^dilating  the  Sale  by 
Ketail  of  Intoxicating  Liquors.  By  Gbor&b 
JohN  Talbot.     2nd  Edit.    IQs.  6d.     1905. 

Local  Government.  —  Wright  and 
Hobbouse'h  Outlines  of  Local  Govern  ment 
and  Local  Taxation.  Srd  Edit  By  the 
Rt.  Hon.  Henby  Hobhouse  and  £  L. 
Fanshawe.    .7*.  6rf.  li>06. 

Lunacy. — The  Criminal  Responsibilitj 
of  Lunatics.  ByH.QppENHBiiiER.  I0s.6d. 
net.  '  19D9. 
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WATERCOURSE— <?oH««««r. 
grant  of — continued, 

implied  on  severanoe  of  two  tenements,  87,  lit,  11^  125,  137. 
bat  not  where  watercourse  made  for  temporary  purposei  126. 
licence  to  use,  effect  of,  against  other  riparian  owners,  311,  313. 
loss  of,  by  non-user,  560,  561. 
natural  right  to,  242.  0 . 

parol  licence  to  divert,  acted  on,  licensee  not  obliged  to  restore,  40. 
precarious  enjoyment  of,  107. 
proyision  of  Prescription  Act  as  to,  203. 
receive  through,  on  servient  tenement,  right  to,  295. 
repair,  dominant  owner  liable  for,  476,  489,  509. 

whether  act  of  appropriation  necessary  for  acquisition  of  natural  right 
to,  248. 

« 

WAY,  137, 344  et  teq.    Se$  Easeubivt  ;  ExTivaTTiSHicsiiT ;  Gbaxt  ;  Nbgb8BETt  ; 
Pbescbiption. 
acquisition  of.     See  Easeicents,  acquisition  of. 
by  implied  grant,  137.  ^ 

under  general  words  implied  by  Conveyancing  Aot,  84,  103, 

105,  106. 
under  will,  153,  154. 
by  necessity,  171  r^  »eq, 
by  prescription,  186. 

enjoyment  necessary  to  confer  right,  186,  235. 
notwithstanding  gate  kept  looked,  233. 
an  affirmative  easement,  23. 
a  non-continuous  easement,  344. 
apart  from  tenement,  not  an  easement,  14. 
church,  way  to,  171,  344. 

construction  of  particu}^  grants,  instances  of,  366. 
degrees  of,  345. 

whether  one  evidence  of  another,  352. 
kind  includes  another,  352. 
deviation  from,  if  foundrous,  490. 
direction  of,  by  whom  determined,  182,  510. 
disclaimer  of,  562. 
excessive  user  of,  effect  of,  498,  499,  566. 

extent  of,  346,  357,  365,  498: ' 

express  g^nt  or  reservation  of,  how  limited,  357. 
extinguishment  of, 

by  alteration  of  dominant  tenement,  357,  498,  501  ^  ieq. 

by  licence  to  obstruct,  519. 

by  necessity,  519. 

by  non-user,  520  et  teq,,  566  et  »eq. 

by  obstruction  acquiesced  in  for  long  period,  558. 

by  release, 

express,  512  ^^  seq. 
implied,  516  ^^  seq. 
by  unity  of  possession,  156,  180,  616  et  ieq. 
foundrous,  deviation  not  justified,  490. 
gate  across,  whether  may  be  erected,  507,  570. 
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WAY — egntinttfd, 

grant  of.    See  Aoqttxsitioh  of  FiArfkMKWTfl ;  G^baxt. 

expreflSy^by  geoeral  wordfl  implied  by  CkmreytandDg  Aot,  84, 103. 
by  grant  of  easements, 

**  appertaining  and  bebng^ing,"  87. 
**  used  and  enjoyed,!'  88  et  seq. 
whether  formed  roa^neoessary,  102. 
whether  previous  enjoyment  as  of  right  neeessary,  91. 
how  construed,  366,  493. 
how  limited,  367. 
implied, 

as  oontinuous  and  apparent,  quare,  137  et  teq.,  156. 
as  of  necessity,  171  et  teq. 
"   direction  of,  182. 
duration  of,  178. 
extent  of,  177. 
lost  grant,  by,  191. 
under  Prescription  Act,  202. 
inooiporeal  right,  is,  8. 
may  be  appendant  to  an  incorporeal  right,  11. 
may  not  be  used  to  go  to  property  other  than  dominant  tenement,  498, 

499,  567. 
necessity  of.  Hi  et  seq.    See  Nboesstft. 
direction  of,  182,  510. 
extent  of,  177,  357. 
obstruction  to,  may  be  abated,  577. 

whether  erection  of  gate  is,  507,  570. 
public,  not  an  easement,  15. 
repair  of,  on  whom  faUs,  475,  486. 
seyerance,  whether  ways  pass  on,  137  et  eeq, 
termini  of,  370.  # 

should  be  stated  in  pleading,  595. 
to  ''assigns"  includes  all  licensees,  367. 
to  church,  171,  344. 
to  market,  171. 
to  "  visitors,"  367. 
whether  track  need  be  yisible  to  pass  by  implied  grant,  102. 

WEIR, 

diversion  of  mill  stream  by,  parol  licence  for,  40. 

WELL, 

no  action  for  draioing  neighbour's,  in  some  cases,  291. 

WILL, 

easement  can  be  created  by,  30. 

easements  implied  on  disposition  of  two  tenements  by,  126,  146, 153, 154. 

WINDMILL, 

no  right  to  passage  of  air,  338,  339. 

WINDOW.    See  Light. 
alteration  of, 

plane  of,  549  et  seq. 

position  or  size  of,  effect  of,  539,  546. 


i 
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WlKDOW—eontinusd. 

blooMng-  np,  by  owner  of,  effect  of,  521. 

deorease  in  size  of,  501,  547. 

enlargement  of,  529,  546. 

evidence  of  position,  &c.  of  old  windows  shoold  be  preserved  on  altflra- 

tion,  564. 
existence  of,  in  honse  sold,  implied  right  to  light  oyer  vendor's  landi 
103  ei  seq,,  115  et  8eq» 
not  when  in  house  reserved,  157  et  teq, 
g^nt  for  express  purpose  of  grantee  building,  grantor  cannot  obsfcroot, 

113. 
increased  light  may  be  obtained  by  alteration  in  glazing,  &c.,  501. 
lease  in  consideration  of  lessee  building,  lessor  cannot  obstruct,  113. 
of  some  kind  essential  for  easement  of  light,  316. 
owner  of  house  need  not  reside  there  to  obtain  injunction  to  restrain 

obstruction  to,  602. 
restoration  of,  after  alteration  involving  encroachment,  554. 

after  pulling  down  to  rebuild,  502,  521  $i  $eq,^  549  9t  Mq. 
right  to  obstruct,  if  not  ancient,  314. 
right  to  open,  overlooking  neighbour's  land,  314,  337. 
skylight,  is  sufficient  aperture  to  obtain  right  to  light  for,  317. 
may  be  a,  205. 

WORDS.    See  Conbtbuction. 

"  appertaining,  belonging,"  &c.  not  sufficient  to  pass  way  or  conveyance 

by  owner  of  two  tenements,  87. 
**  oonvenient"  in  Prescription  Act,  a  mistake,  211. 
**  used,  occupied  and  enjoyed,"  effect  of,  88  et  seq. 
what  words  sufficient  to  pass  easement  not  expressly  mentioned,  108. 


YATES  V,  JACK, 
order  in,  603. 

not  now  suitable,  604. 


THE  END. 
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